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ABSTRACT

In prior studies, the effects of country of origin (COO) on purchase intention have
been explained by signaling theory, the elaboration likelihood model and categorization
theory. However, none of these theories explains the role social norms play in COO effects.
Applying the theory of reasoned action (TRA), this study proposes that COO influences
purchase intention through attitudes and social norms. This proposed model explains the joint
effect of quality perceptions, consumer animosity, and perceived social pressure on purchase
intention. The moderation effect of collectivism/individualism culture is also tested.
The research findings support the proposed model. Specifically, the results suggest
that COO effects for brands from emerging markets are not only related to the individual’s
assessment of functional product quality, but also to the individual’s perceived social value of
the brand. Furthermore, the findings suggest that the social value of a brand from an
emerging country is more influential in collectivistic cultures.
For managerial practice, these research findings highlight the importance of
reinforcing the socially desirable functions of brands from emerging countries. For instance,
the findings of the dissertation suggest a different approach to the management of brand
alliances. Currently, managers of brands from emerging countries attempt to alleviate
negative perceptions of product quality by forming strategic brand alliances with or acquiring
companies that are perceived as “competent.” For example, Lenovo’s acquisition of IBM’s
PC sector on 2005. This dissertation suggests that brands from emerging countries should
also consider forming alliances with brands that are not only functionally competent, but also
socially desirable. Hence, brands such as Lenovo should increase their social desirability by
investing in brand image and/or forming alliances with meaningful brands.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
The Center for Knowledge Societies defines Emerging Economies as those "regions of
the world that are experiencing rapid informationalization under conditions of limited or
partial industrialization" (Emerging Economy Report, 2008). During the last decade,
emerging countries have undergone a transition from being merely manufacturing hubs for
brands from developed nations to developing and internationalizing their own brands.
Among the most advanced emerging markets are the so called BRIC countries which include
Brazil, Russia, India, and China. A small number of firms from these BRIC economies are
expanding their own brands internationally. For example, Brazilian brands such as
Havaianas (www.havaianas.com) and Osklen (www.osklen.com), in shoes and media
respectively, have been introduced in the United States and Europe. Russian brands in the
internationalization process include MTS (www.mts.ru) which is a telecommunication
provider, and Beeline (www.beeline.com), a business consulting firm. Indian brands include
Tata (www.tatamotors.com) in the automobile industry and Cadila (www.cadilapharma.com)
in the medical industry. Global Chinese brands include Haier (www.haier.com) in the
consumer electronics industry and Lenovo (www.lenovo.com) in the computer industry,
among many others. Although previous studies suggests that firms from emerging countries
that use a branding strategy perform better than companies pursuing price leadership
strategies (Brouthers and Xu, 2002), emerging countries face many challenges to bolster their
brands globally. There are several barriers hampering market development of these emerging
market brands in global markets, such as limited access and development of distribution
channels, lack of marketing skills, and most importantly, negative country of origin effects
(Wall et al. 1991, Johansson et al. 1994).
1

A country of origin effect (COO) refers to the change in product evaluations (Schooler
1965, Johansson et al. 1985, Bilkey and Nes 1982), product attitudes (White 1979, Lawrene
et al, 1992, Chinen et al. 2000), or purchase intentions (Wall et al. 1991, Peterson and Jolibert
1995) due to the consumer’s evaluation of the country associated with the product. This
country of origin effect can enhance or diminish product evaluations. Research shows that
brands from developed nations benefit from spillover effects due to the positive attributes
associated with these countries even across product categories (Johansson et al., 1985). For
example, Germany is primarily associated with high quality machinery and automobiles.
However, German brands in unrelated product categories enjoy positive country of origin
associations due to a spillover effect (Hsieh, 2004). In contrast, brands from emerging
markets have a net negative COO because emerging countries are associated with
unfavorable country attributes (Liu and Johnson 2005; Rosenbloom and Haefner 2009).
Hence, COO puts firms from emerging countries at a disadvantage when trying to globalize
their brands.
Several theories such as Signaling theory (Spence 1973), the elaboration
likelihood model (Petty and Cacioppo 1986), and categorization theory (Gutman 1982)
have been proposed to explain why and how country of origin enhances or diminishes
brand evaluations. A commonality among these theoretical frameworks is that these
approaches consider COO as a heuristic consumers use to infer product quality. As a
heuristic, COO is especially relevant for product evaluations when consumers lack the
time, knowledge, effort, or information necessary to evaluate a product thoroughly.
These theories, however, fail to account for the role of social norms in consumers’
evaluations of brands from emerging markets.
I propose that there are at least two reasons why social norms – what a
consumer’s relevant others think about the brand – affect the purchase intention of
2

brands from emerging markets. First, brands can serve a social purpose. It has been well
documented that consumers use brands for self-concept maintenance (Jiménez and Voss 2014;
Ball and Tasaki 1992; Escalas and Bettman 2003). That is, in many occasions, consumers
buy brands to communicate their identity to other members of society. Consumers use brands
to set social boundaries regarding group affiliation (Belk 1988; Ahuvia 2005; Ball and Tasaki
1992; Kleine, Kleine and Allen, 1995). Hence, it is possible that brands from emerging
countries, in addition to being a heuristic of product quality, serve a social purpose.
And second, studies in normative social influence show that group norms, values,
attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors affect individual behavior (Scott 1971). Individuals tend to
match attitudes, beliefs and behaviors to group norms (Deutsch and Gerard 1955, Kelman
1958). Consumers, as members of society, also can learn what the norms are regarding the
consumption of brands from emerging markets and behave accordingly. Hence, it is
important to investigate the role of social norms in consumers’ evaluations of brands from
emerging countries.
Therefore, in this dissertation, I address this research gap by developing and testing a
nomological network which includes product-related and socially-related COO effects.
Specifically, based on the theory of reasoned action (TRA) (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980;
Fishbein and Ajzen 1975), I develop an overarching network for COO effects which
considers that purchase intentions of brands from emerging markets is the result of what the
individual thinks about the product (attitudes towards the product) and what the individual
thinks other people think about the product (social norms). Furthermore, to validate the
proposed conceptual relationships, I compare consumers’ responses from different cultures. I
do so because several studies show that social norms are more salient and influential in some
societies than in others (Hofstede, 1980).
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In what remains of Chapter 1, I state the purpose of my study, research
questions, research objectives, the proposed model, and then discuss the theoretical
and managerial significance of the study. I end this section by presenting the
organization of the rest of the dissertation.

1.1 Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this dissertation is to examine the role of social norms in
consumers’ evaluations of brands from emerging countries. As previously discussed,
past investigations suggest that COO effects are heuristics affecting evaluations of
product quality. In this dissertation, however, I propose that COO not only affects the
perceived functionality of the brand, but also impacts its social attractiveness. To
further validate my contention, I investigate the role of culture in this process. Doing
so is important because several studies show that social norms are more influential in
some societies than in others (Hofstede, 1980).
This dissertation to the COO literature, in general, and to the understanding of why
and how consumers evaluate brands from emerging markets, in particular. By so doing I
contribute to the theoretical understanding of brand evaluations and I provide normative
recommendations to practitioners managing brands from emerging countries attempting to
overcome negative COO.

4

1.2 Research Questions
The research questions are:
1) What is the role of social norms in COO effects for brands from emerging markets?
2) Are certain cultures more sensitive to social COO effects?

1.3 Research Objectives
The objectives of this dissertation are: (1) to identify the theoretical relationship
between social norms and COO effects for brands from emerging markets, (2) to empirically
test the conceptual relationships, and (3) to empirically test whether some cultures are more
sensitive to social COO effects, and (4) to provide practical implications for emerging
country firms on overcoming negative COO effects.

1.4 Proposed Model and Study
In this study, I propose that the theory of reasoned action (TRA) (Ajzen and Fishbein
1977; Fishbein and Ajzen 1974) serves as an overarching framework that integrates past
research and explains COO effects on purchase intentions. This theoretical framework
proposes that beliefs, attitudes towards the behavior, and subjective norms affect individuals’
intentions to behave and actual behaviors. Accordingly, I argue that COO research can be
organized in a model that is consistent with TRA. That is, the effects of COO on purchase
intention can be organized into two groups: COO effects that affect attitudes towards the
brand and COO effects that affect social norms. In this model, individual consumer’s
perceptions of the product in terms of perceived quality, perceived prestige, and consumer
5

animosity antecedes brand attitudes. While a consumer’s perception of the social evaluations
of the brand such as social perceived quality, social perceived prestige, and social animosity
antecede social norms. A graphical depiction of the model is shown in Figure 1. The model
also proposes that consumers in cultures high in collectivism are more likely to feel pressure
to comply with social norms. Hence, in cultures high in collectivism the influence of social
norms on purchase intentions should be higher than in cultures high in individualism.
The conceptual model is tested by analyzing consumers’ evaluations of a
Chinese brand in the product category of electronics. Responses from consumers in
Mexico and the United States are analyzed and compared. I chose these countries to
capture variation in relevant cultural dimensions such as power distance and
collectivism (Hofstede, 1983).

FIGURE 1
THE PROPOSED MODEL

1.5 Theoretical and Managerial Significance
6

This dissertation contributes to theory and practice. For theory, based on the theory of
reasoned action (TRA) (Ajzen and Fishbein 1977; Fishbein and Ajzen 1974), I develop an
overarching network for COO effects which posits that COO affects purchase intentions
through attitudes towards the product and social norms. This dual route suggests that COO
impacts consumers’ evaluations of product-related attributes as well as socially-related
characteristics of the brand.
For managerial practice, this dissertation highlights the importance of reinforcing the
socially desirable functions of brands from emerging countries. Currently, a common
approach to alleviate negative COO effects associated with emerging countries is to enhance
perceived product quality by forming strategic brand alliances with companies that are
perceived as “competent.” This dissertation suggests that brands from emerging countries
should also consider forming alliances with brands that are, not only functionally competent,
but also socially desirable.

1.6 Organization of the Dissertation
This dissertation is organized into six chapters. The first chapter introduces the
dissertation study, presents the purpose of the research, briefly presents the proposed model,
and discusses theoretical and managerial significance. Chapter 2 presents a comprehensive
literature review of the research on country of origin and country of origin effects for brands
from emerging markets. Chapter 3 reviews theoretical frameworks used in COO studies. The
goal of this chapter is to show how the Theory of Reasoned Action can be an integrative
framework for the nomological network explaining COO effects. Based on the framework,
this chapter presents several hypotheses to be tested. Chapter 4 starts with a description of the
research context, describes the research methodology, and designates the measures for the
7

study. Next, Chapter 5 informs the reader about the data analysis procedures, hypotheses
tests, and the research findings. Finally, Chapter 6 provides an overview of the dissertation, a
discussion of the research findings, a description of the theoretical and managerial
implications of this work, and a discussion of the research limitations along with directions
for future research.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERTURE REVIEW
The purpose of the chapter is to offer a comprehensive review of the literature
regarding COO effects in general, and COO effects pertaining to brands from emerging
markets, in particular.

2.1 Country of Origin Effects
After the end of War World II, a process of global economic and financial integration
began to develop. Since then, advances in transportation and telecommunications, including
the Internet, have ushered in the era of modern globalization, which is characterized by an
increase in global trade, cross-national capital investment, migration of people across borders,
and worldwide knowledge sharing. In turn, globalization has created a more interdependent
world (International Monetary Fund 2013). Economic and financial globalization favors the
expansion of global firms around the world. Therefore, an important topic of investigation in
the last five decades has been how consumers react to foreign products and brands.
A vast amount of literature has investigated the impact of country of origin labels on
consumer product evaluations and purchase intentions. Hundreds of articles have been
published on the topic. To present a comprehensive, yet exhaustive chronological account of
the research evolution on this topic, I organize the studies on COO into 5 phases: the
definition stage, the “made in” phase, the multi-national production phase, the evaluation
phase, and the branding phase. A summary of select works for each phase along with their
main findings is presented in Table 1. Next, I provide a brief summary of each phase.

9

The “definition” phase comprises studies on COO from 1965 to 1968. In 1965,
Schooler first introduced the term COO to refer to the influence of the “made in” label on
consumers’ evaluation of foreign products. The first empirical studies following the
introduction of the term focused on showing that the effect indeed existed (e.g., Schooler
1965, Schooler and Wildt 1968). These first studies established the concept of COO as a
relevant issue for international marketing.
The “made in” phase includes research studies on COO conducted between 1968 and
1982. During this period, COO researchers demonstrated that COO effects occurred across
countries, and across various product categories. Some studies during this phase also
compared COOs from different countries (e.g., Japan vs. U.S. “made in” labels).
In the early 1980s, business scholars began to expand the study of the
internationalization of markets and business operations (Levitt 1983). Consistently, from
1983 to 1993 the literature on COO can be characterized as the “multi-national production”
phase. A number of studies addressed this shift in production strategy attempting to explain
COO effects in this multinational production era. Importantly, during this period of time,
researchers introduced more theoretically-driven nomological networks including antecedents
and consequences of COO effects. For instance, researchers proposed the summary construct
model and the halo effect model as the psychological processes explaining COO effects (e.g.
Han and Terpstra, 1988; Hong and Wyer, 1989). In addition, researchers began to introduce
new constructs such as country image (Erickson et al, 1984) or consumer patriotism (Han,
1988). Moreover, research showed that COO effects influence consumers’ product
evaluations in two key dimensions: perceptions of quality (Khachaturian and Morganosky,
1990) and purchase intention (Ahmed and d’Astou, 1993).
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The “evaluation” phase, from 1994-1999, includes a series of meta-analysis and
summary studies regarding the accumulated research on COO at the time. Two factors
influenced researchers’ interest in evaluating the concept of COO. First, as mentioned in the
previous phase, companies began to outsource production in a piecemeal fashion from
multiple offshore locations. Hence, scholars grew skeptical about the relevance of the “made
in” label. Second, there were a large number of studies drawing from different theoretical
approaches and it was important to summarize the existing research findings. Therefore,
during this period, researchers debated about the relevance of COO and meta-analyzed the
antecedents and consequences of COO effects. Interestingly, the results showed that COO
effects were still relevant and influential on product evaluations and purchase intentions.
During this period there were the first attempts to propose a general framework for COO
effects. For instance, Samiee (1994) proposed a conceptual framework to rationalize the
buying decision processes within the context of source-country influence.
The “branding” phase started in 2001 and continues to date. After the “evaluation”
phase showed that despite the fragmented nature of COO, due to multinational production
operations, COO was still relevant for the consumer. Scholars turned their attention to
investigate the source of such effects. Several studies compared the effects between country
of manufacturing, country of assembly, and country of brand and found that consumers rely
on the country associated with the brand to assess country of origin (Balabanis et al. 2008). In
fact, several researchers have begun to specify country of brand (COB) as the main focus of
their investigation in an attempt to differentiate this main factor from other sources of country
of origin perceptions such as country of manufacturing or country of assembly. Consumers
strongly rely on the brand to infer the country of origin, evaluate products, and form purchase
intentions (Diamantopoulos et al. 2011, Usunier 2011).
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF RESEARCH STUDIES ON COUNTRY OF ORIGIN EFFECTS
PHASE
“Definition”
Phase
1965 – 1968

AUTHOR

MAJOR FINDINGS
The preconception of the product of a
country is related to the attitude toward
that country.
Stereotyping of foreign product was
present among US students.
American consumers were biased against
Japanese products because of their
national origin.
The “made in” stereotype differed among
Japanese and American businessmen on
six product classes.
“Made in USA” image has lost ground
rather dramatically compared with the
“made in Japan” image.

Schooler (1965)

Relerson (1966)
Schooler and Wildt
(1968)
“Made in” Phase
1968 – 1982

Nagashima (1970)

Nagashima (1977)

Bilkey and Nes (1982)

Cattin et al. (1982)

“Multi-national
production” Phase
1983 - 1993

Erickson et al. (1984)
Johansson and Thorelli
(1985),
Thorelli et al. (1989)

Hong and Wyer (1989)

Han (1990)

Hong and Wyer (1990)
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Stereotyping has been found among U.S.,
British, Finnish, Swedish, Japanese,
Indian, and Taiwanese respondents.
The “made in” concepts has been
perceived differently between the
American and French consumers.
County of origin affects beliefs but not
attitudes.
COO is used as a surrogate variable to
evaluate a product when subjects have
limited knowledge about the product.
COO can provide only a limited
explanation of product evaluation and
purchase intention when multiple cues are
presented.
The COO not only had a direct influence
on product evaluations, but also
stimulates subjects to think more
extensively about other product attributes.
information.
Consumer
willingness to purchase a
product was related to the economic,
political, and cultural characteristics of
the product’s COO.
Time interval between knowledge of a
product’s COO and information about its
attributes affect the usage of COO info in
product evaluation.

TABLE 1 (Continued)
Chao (1993)

“Evaluation”
Phase
1994 – 2000

“Branding”
Phase
2001 - present

Consumers’ evaluation of design and
product quality are influenced by country
of design, country of assemble, and price.

Tse and Lee (1993)

The effect of country image was
weakened when it was decomposed. A
strong positive brand can override
negative assembly COO effect.

Tse and Gorn (1993)

COO is an equally salient and more
enduring factor in consumer product
evaluation for a well-known global brand.

Maheswaran (1994)

Consumer expertise and the type of
attribute information moderate the effects
of COO on product evaluations.

Samiee (1994),

Proposed a conceptual framework to
rationalize the buying decision processes
within the context of source-country
influence.

Johansson et al. (1994)

Risk attitudes, political convictions, and
country-of-origin associations of
individuals affect the buying decision of a
product from a controversial source
country.

Elliott and Cameron
(1994)

Consumers rate country of origin after
product quality and price regarding the
importance in product evaluation and
purchase intention.

Peterson and Jolibert
(1995)

Meta-analysis of COO effect, study
selectively confirmed and refuted
common beliefs regarding the impact of a
country-of-origin on product perceptions
and purchase intentions.

Verlegh and Steenkamp
(1999)

Meta-analysis of COO effect: COO has a
stronger effect on perceived quality than
on purchase intention. COO effect differs
between industrial and consumer
products.

Canli and Maheswaran
(2000)

Motivational intensity and direction can
moderate the effect of information type on
country-of-origin evaluations.

Olsen and Olsson (2002)

Attribute-based format estimates a higher
attitude response consistency and
predictive validity by giving better
country image and buying frequency.
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Samiee et al. (2005)

American consumers' proficiency at
recognizing foreign brand origins is
predicted by variables such as past
international travel, foreign language
skills, and gender.

Amine et al. (2005)

Two case studies to gain a further
understanding of two related constructs,
country of origin and animosity.
Incidental emotions and cognitive
appraisals associated with these emotions
can impact COO effect.
Consumers' country-level and productlevel images of a country have a positive
effect on brand equity.
Product-country images in the arts are
affected by country and product
familiarity as well as consumers’ openness
to foreign cultures and home country bias.

Maheswaran and Chen
(2006)
Pappu et al. (2007)

Astous et al. (2008)

Balabanis and
Diamantopoulos (2008)

There are differences in brand evaluations
depending on whether the correct COO
was identified.

Funk et al. (2010)

Consumers' willingness to purchase a
complex hybrid product is negatively
affected by partial production shifts to an
animosity-evoking country.

Martín Martín and
Cerviño (2011)

Country of brand is the main factor
consumers use to assess COO.

Balabanis and
Diamantopoulos (2011)

Both misclassification and nonclassification have mostly adverse
consequences on both brand evaluations
and purchase intentions.

Fischer etl al (2012)

COO has a positive impact on willingness
to pay. The relationship has been
negatively moderated by product
involvement.

TABLE 1 (Continued)

Additional studies have demonstrated the influence of country of brand on purchase
intention. For instance, drawing from equity theory and cue utilization theory, Fischer et al.
14

(2012) investigated the price-related consequence of the COB cue and found that COB has a
positive impact on willingness to pay. Rosenbloom and Haefner (2009) conducted a survey
that explored the relationship between country of brand and trust in 22 product categories,
ranging from high involvement durable goods to low involvement fast moving consumer
goods. In general, the results showed that brands associated with the United States and Japan
were more trusted than brands associated with other countries. This result indicates that the
country associated with a brand influences brand trust.
Also, Hsieh (2004) conducted a survey across 20 nations to examine how consumers
evaluated 53 automobile brands which are associated with 11 countries. Using
correspondence analysis, Hsieh found that there are brand and national variations in the
magnitude of COO effects. At the brand level, COO effects appear to be more influential on
the purchase behavior of consumers who have a positive attitude towards the brand. At the
national level, COO effects are more significant among nations where the availability of
international automobile brands is lower.
Overall, the research findings show that country of origin has a strong impact on
product evaluations and purchase intentions. Furthermore, the studies demonstrate that the
brand is the focal factor influencing country of origin effects. This effect, in fact, has been
shown to occur even outside consumers’ conscious awareness (Liu and Johnson 2005). Liu
and Johnson (2005) conducted an experiment to test whether country stereotypes can be
spontaneously activated by the mere presence of country-of-origin (COO) information in the
environment. They found that COO effects occurred automatically and contributed to product
evaluations without participants' intention or control. Therefore, the study of COO is still
relevant and important. In the next section, I argue that the study of COO is especially
relevant for brands associated with countries from emerging markets.

15

2.2 Consumers’ Evaluations of Brands from Emerging Markets
The study of country of origin effects is particularly relevant to countries from
emerging markets such as Brazil, Russia, India, and China due to the rising
internationalization of their own brands. In spite of their fast growing economies, emerging
countries still have the image and reputation of low cost producers in the global marketplace.
The firms from emerging markets carry an initial burden regarding their brand image that
puts them in a disadvantageous position to compete against brands from developed countries.
Thus, firms from emerging markets struggle to favorably position their brands in the mind of
the consumer, especially in developed markets (Aulakh et al. 2000). For instance, Chinen et
al. (2000) found that compared to products from emerging countries, products from
developed nations tend to receive better product evaluations. Also, a study conducted by
Nebenzahl and Jaffe (1996) found that Korean brands had a poor national image in the
international marketplace and “Made in South Korea” VCRs had to be discounted by
approximately 40 percent in order to compete with VCRs with a “Made in Japan” label.
Furthermore, Chinen and Sun (2011) investigated the attitudes of American consumers
towards automobile brands from developed, emerging, and developing nations. The study
found that U.S. consumers focused on the perceived product quality and they were more
receptive to brands from the most advanced countries, such as Japan, Germany, and the U.S.
In contrast, U.S. consumers were less receptive to brands from emerging countries such as
South Korea and China.
Overall, the studies confirm that brands from emerging countries are in a
disadvantage compared to brands from developed countries. Next, I review theoretical
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approaches explaining COO and propose the Theory of Reasoned Action as the unifying
framework.
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CHAPTER 3
HYPOTHESES
The literature review presented in the previous section shows that country of
origin affects consumers’ product evaluations and purchase intentions. The review
also finds that country of origin is elicited by the country associated with a brand.
Further, the review shows that brands associated with emerging countries are in a
disadvantage compared to brands from developed countries. In this section, I focus on
detailing theoretical approaches that explain such country of origin effects and I
propose the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) as the unifying framework explaining
negative country of origin effects towards brands from emerging markets.
I propose TRA as an overarching network encompassing other theoretical
approaches because it considers that product choice is the result of what the individual
thinks about the brand (individual attitudes) and what the individual thinks other
people think about the brand (social norms). In the past four decades, researchers
have explained the effects of country of origin (COO) on purchase intention by using
theories such as signaling theory, the elaboration likelihood model, and categorization
theory. However, none of these theories explains the role of social norms in COO
effects.
Accordingly, in this chapter I present a summary of theoretical approaches
explaining COO effects. I also discuss how TRA adequately unifies these approaches
and expands our understanding of COO by including social norms. Accordingly, I
develop a theoretical framework and propose research hypotheses. Lastly, I propose
that including social norms in the framework allows us to better understand the role of
culture in COO effects.
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3.1 Theoretical Approaches to CO O
Several theories have been proposed to explain COO effects. After reviewing the
literature, however, I found that three theories have been most popular: signaling theory, the
elaboration likelihood model, and categorization theory. Table 2 summarizes the main
constructs and contentions of each theory. Next, I discuss each theory in more detail.
TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF DOMINANT THEORIES EXPLAINING COO EFFECTS

THEORY

STUDIES

CONSTRUCTS

CONTENTION

Signaling theory
(Spence 1977)

Han (1988),
Johansson (1989)

IV: COO image
DV: product
evaluation
Moderator:
attribution
information

Under low attribute
information availability,
consumers tend to use COO
as a signal of product
quality.

Elaboration
Likelihood Model
(Petty and Cacioppo
1986)

Bloemer et al.
(2009)
Zhang (1997)
Curhan and
Maheswaran
(2000)

IV: COO image
DV: product
evaluation
Moderator:
knowledge
involvement

When consumers’ cognitive
elaboration is low,
consumers use COO as a
peripheral cue in product
evaluation.

Categorization
theory (Gutman
1982)

Han (1989)
Balabanis and
Diamantopoulos
(2011)

IV: COO image
DV: product
evaluation and
purchase intention
Moderator:
knowledge
information

To reduce cognitive effort,
consumers use COO to
evaluate products by using
COO stereotypes.

3.1.1 Signaling Theory
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Signaling theory was developed by Michael Spence in 1973 and posits that there is an
information asymmetry between buyers and sellers. Sellers typically possess more
information about the product attributes than buyers do. The theory also states that the
problem of asymmetric information could be solved by having sellers send a signal that
would reveal some piece of relevant information to the buyer. Past investigations in
marketing show that consumers use signals such as price, product warranty, and COO to
reduce information asymmetry and form product evaluations (Nelson 1970, Boulding and
Kirmani 1993). For instance, Johansson (1989) found that when consumers are unable to
detect true quality from product attributes, they turn to country image to infer the quality of
products. Hence, the relevance of COO as a signal of product quality is exacerbated when
other product information is unavailable or uninformative and when consumers are not
familiar with a product (Han 1988).

3.1.2 Elaboration Likelihood Model
The elaboration likelihood model was developed by Petty and Cacioppo in 1983 and
proposes that there are two routes by which consumers evaluate products: a central route and
a peripheral route. The central route occurs when consumers engage in high cognitive
elaboration; while the peripheral route occurs when consumers engage in low cognitive
elaboration. From this perspective, the effect of COO on consumers’ evaluations of products
depends on the extent to which consumers engage in cognitive elaboration (Zhang 1997;
Bloemer et al, 2009). When consumers engage in high cognitive elaboration and scrutinize
product information, COO is considered to be one of many product attributes and is less
influential in product evaluation (Curhan and Maheswaran 2000). When consumers’
cognitive elaboration is low, consumers rely on COO cues to infer product quality and
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disregard other product attributes (Bloemer et al. 2009). Hence, COO has a stronger effect on
consumers’ product evaluations in situations when consumers are not familiar with the
product, do not find the purchase important, or lack the time for exhaustive evaluations.
3.1.3 Categorization Theory
Categorization is “the mental act of coming to think of some object as an instance of
the category” (Smith 1995; p.85). According to categorization theory, consumers tend to
structure their knowledge of specific product alternatives in categories (Gutman 1982);
specifically, they use category structures to organize and differentiate brands (Johnson and
Lehmann 1997). As a cognitive process, categorization serves two functions: coding of
experience, whereby categorization reduces the demands for perceptual processes, storage
space, and reasoning processes; and licensing of inferences, whereby categorization is the
means of inferring properties of an object from the category to which it belongs (Smith 1995).
Han (1989) applied categorization theory to COO research and argued that COO has a coding
function when serving as a stereotype; and COO has an inference function when COO acts as
a proxy for other product attributes. Further, Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (2011) proposed
that COO serves as a categorization instrument for cognitive, affective, and normative
processes, hence influencing brand evaluations and purchase intentions. This approach
suggests that consumers use COO to facilitate the mental categorization of products, reduce
cognitive effort, and infer product attributes.

3.2 The Theory of Reasoned Action and COO effects

The aforementioned theoretical approaches suggest that COO is an attribute of the
product which provides information regarding product performance. According to these
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theories, associating a country to a product or a brand helps consumers reduce
information asymmetry, reduce purchase risk, infer product quality, and speed up the
decision-making process. These theories, however, do not account for the role of
social norms in COO effects. In the next section, I explain why social norms should
be considered in COO effects. Briefly stated, I propose that brands add social value
to consumers’ lives. Moreover, I argue that the social value of a brand is dependent on
what other people think about the brand (social norms). Therefore, I suggest that COO
effects are not only driven by individual’s attitudes towards the product, but also by
what the individual consumer considers other people think about the brand. I base my
contention on the Theory of Reasoned Action which posits that behavior is affected
by attitudes and social norms.

3.2.1 The Social Role of Brands

The value of brands goes beyond mere functional benefits. A large body of
literature has documented that brands can help consumers create a self-concept and
express their identity to other members in society (Escalas and Bettman 2003; Park
and Roedder John 2010). In addition, research shows that consumers use brands to
communicate group membership and to set social boundaries (Kleine, Kleine and
Allen, 1995). Therefore, these findings suggest that consumers choose brands not
only due to their expected functional value, but also due to their expected social value.
The social value of brands is derived from the brand’s meaning (Richins 1994).
According to Richins (1994), there are two types of meaning: private and public. In the
context of brands, private are those meanings assigned to the brand by the individual himself,
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whereas public meanings are assigned by outsiders. Furthermore, researchers have proposed
that the public meaning of products and brands can become normative social rules and be
integrated into mainstream culture (Scott 1971). This point is important because individuals
tend to match attitudes, beliefs and behaviors to group norms (Deutsch and Gerard 1955,
Kelman 1958). For example, research shows that social pressure can influence individuals to
purchase certain products, perform certain activities, or buy certain brands in different social
events or rituals (Belk 1988).

In the context of COO, there is some empirical evidence that COO has public
meaning. For example, research shows that COO can signal self-status (Hirschman 1985,
Batra et al. 1998, Botschen and Hemettsberger 1998) or act as an image or expressive
attribute (Hirschman 1985). For instance Batra et al. (1999) found that in India, there are
positive COO effects for brands associated with western countries even after controlling for
perceived quality. On the other hand, a COO from developing countries negatively influence
brand attitudes by signaling low self-status.
Additionally, COO can be used to communicate group affiliation. It has been found
that consumers often link COO to national or ethnic identities (Bartra etl al. 1998). These
national affiliations, in turn, can influence brand purchase decisions as consumers use
products to show that they belong to certain groups or that they are different from others
(Zhang and Khare 2009).
In sum, brands and COO effects can have public meaning. Since public meaning is
not assigned by the individual but by other people in society, individual consumers are likely
to monitor the environment to see what other people think about certain brands or brands
from certain countries. In the next section I describe how the Theory of Reasoned Action
explains the role of social norms (other people’s opinions) on individuals’ behavior.
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3.2.2 The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA): An Overarching Framework

I propose TRA as a comprehensive and parsimonious explanation for COO effects
which accounts for both individual and social influences regarding product/brand evaluations.
This theory proposes that beliefs, attitudes and subjective norms jointly influence behavioral
intentions, and ultimately behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein 1980; Fishbein and Ajzen 1975).
According to this framework, attitudes are determined by a combination of people's beliefs
about behavioral outcomes and their evaluations of those outcomes. Subjective norms are
determined by a combination of people's perceptions that important others think they should
or should not perform the behavior and their motivation to comply with others' wishes. The
combination of attitudes and subjective norms leads to behavior intention, which in turn
determines the behavior. TRA has been applied to different areas in consumer research, such
as consumer evaluation and adoption of green products (Band et al. 2000). Figure 2 shows a
graphical representation of the theory.
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FIGURE 2
THEORY OF REASONED ACTION (Ajzen & Fishbein 1980)
TRA was then extended to the theory of planned behavior (TPB) which adds
“perceived behavior control” as a determinant of behavior intention (Ajzen 1985; 1991).
Perceived behavior control has been defined as the consumer’s subjective belief about how
difficult it will be for that consumer to generate the behavior in question (Posthuma and
Dworkin 2000). Compared to TRA, TPB explains the intention-behavior relationship in
circumstances when the target behavior is not completely under the consumer’s control. In
consumer research, TPB has been employed to investigate online shopping behavior (Hansen
2008, 2005; Wang 2007; Shim et al. 2001) and consumer ethical behavior (Blue 1995).

Although both TRA and TPB have been applied to investigate consumer research
(Sheppard et al. 1988, Ajzen 1991, Chang 1998), it has been argued that TRA, rather than
TPB, is a more appropriate framework when the behavior being studied is under volitional
control of the individual (Ajzen, 1988, Ajzen and Fisbein, 1980; Ajzen 1991). In this study, I
am interested in explaining consumers’ purchase behavior on brands from different countries,
which is a task under consumers’ volitional control. For example, when a consumer in the
U.S.A. is evaluating a series of brands for the same product, she or he can consider Chinese
and American brands, and she or he can choose to buy either one she or he pleases. I
investigate COO under the market assumption that consumers can freely choose products and
have control over which brands to purchase. That is, purchase behavior is determined only by
the purchase intention. Therefore, I adopt TRA to develop a parsimonious and elegant model.

To summarize, I propose that TRA is an adequate theoretical framework to
investigate COO effects because it accounts for the public meaning of brands as it considers
the role of social norms on purchase intentions. Next, using this framework, I integrate past
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findings regarding antecedents of COO on purchase intention and include the role of social
norms in explaining COO effects.

3.3 Hypotheses Development

Based on TRA, I propose a framework that explains the influence of COO on
purchase intentions of brands from emerging markets. According to TRA, behavior intention
(BI) is the best single predictor of a person’s behavior (B) when the behavior is under
volitional control (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). Thus, the behavior of purchasing brands
associated with a given country is determined by the intention to make such purchase. Figure
3 depicts the proposed model and the proposed hypotheses.

FIGURE 3
THE PROPOSED MODEL AND HYPOTHESES
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To clearly explain the model, I organize this section into three parts. The first part
explains the COO antecedents of attitude towards the brand from emerging markets and the
effect of attitude on purchase intention. The second part discusses the social COO
antecedents of social norms regarding brands from emerging markets and its impact on
purchase intention. Finally, I propose that culture can affect the magnitude in which
individuals can be affected by social norms. Specifically, I explain how motivation to comply
and collectivism are related, and how motivation to comply increases the effect of social
norms on purchase intention.

3.3.1 Attitude and its COO Antecedents

Attitude towards a brand can be affected by COO. Mitchell and Olson (1981, p. 318)
define attitude toward the brand as an “individual’s internal evaluation of the brand.” Spears
and Singh (2004, p. 57) provided a more concise definition, which is “a relatively enduring,
unidimensional summary evaluation of the brand that presumably energizes behavior.” I
adopted the latter and adapted it into the context of COO. I define attitude toward the brand
as a relatively enduring, unidimensional evaluation of a brand from a given country.

Past research suggests that there are two variables associated with COO which affect
overall attitudes towards a product or a brand: 1) beliefs of product quality (Schoolar 1965,
Han 1990, Chao 1993) and 2) consumer animosity (Nijssen and Douglas 2004). Based on
TRA, I propose that individual consumers, through word of mouth or past experience, form
individual beliefs and attitudes towards brands associated with emerging countries.
According to the theory, such attitudes are influenced by individual’s beliefs of product
quality and the individual’s feeling towards the country. I explain each relationship in turn.
27

Beliefs about Product Quality
Zeithaml (1988) defined a belief about product quality as a consumer’s judgment
about a product’s overall excellence or superiority. Based on this definition, in the context of
COO, I define beliefs about product quality as a consumer's judgment about the overall
excellence or superiority of brands from emerging markets. Prior studies found that COO is
used as a “signal” for overall product quality and quality attributes, such as reliability and
durability (Han 1990; Li 1994; Steenkamp 1989). Furthermore, past research shows that
brands associated with emerging markets elicit unfavorable beliefs of product quality
(Papadopoulos and Heslop 1993). Brands from emerging markets tend to have a net negative
COO effect because emerging countries are associated with unfavorable country attributes
such as poor product quality (Liu and Johnson 2005; Rosenbloom and Haefner 2009).
Therefore, I propose that beliefs about product quality are positively related to overall
attitudes toward brands from emerging markets. Thus:

H1: Belief about product quality is positively related to attitudes towards the brand
from an emerging country.

Consumer Animosity
Klein et al. (1998, p. 92) defined consumer animosity as “remnants of antipathy
toward a country related to previous or ongoing military, political or economic events”.
Based on prior studies on consumer animosity, one’s animosity toward a country, including
war animosity and economic animosity, can lead to unwillingness to buy products from the
focal countries (Nijssen and Douglas 2004, Huang et al. 2010). Thus, I propose that consumer
animosity is negatively related to attitudes toward brands from emerging countries.
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H2: Consumer animosity is negatively related to attitudes towards the brand from an
emerging country.

Additionally, according to TRA, the overall attitude towards brands from emerging
countries is positively related to purchase intention. Hence:

H3: Attitudes toward brand from an emerging market are positively related to
purchase intention.

3.3.2 Social Norms and its COO Antecedents

In this section, I explain what social norms are and how they are formed. I also
propose antecedents of social norms regarding brands from emerging countries and
hypothesize the relationship between social norms and purchase intention.

Classical studies on social influence suggest that individuals tend to match attitudes,
beliefs and behaviors to group norms (Deutsch and Gerard 1955, Kelman 1958). There are
two kinds of social influence: informational social influence and normative social influence.
Informational social influence occurs when one turns to the members of one's group to obtain
and accept accurate information about reality (Deutsch and Gerard 1955). Normative
influence often results in internalization, which is defined in sociology as the process of
acceptance of a set of norms and values established by people or groups (Scott 1971). The
process of internalization starts with learning what the norms are, and then the individual
goes through a process of understanding why they make sense, until she or he finally accepts
the social norm as her or his own viewpoints (Scott 1971). Therefore, due to the
internationalization process, social norms can affect and guide individual behavior.
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In this dissertation, I define social norms as one’s perceived enduring and
unidimensional summary evaluation of the brands from a country among reverent others. In a
sense, social norms regarding brands are the perceptions we have about how others evaluate
the brand. According to TRA, subjective norms reflect a person's belief about whether his or
her significant others think that he or she should perform a particular act (Ajzen & Fishbein,
1977). Hence, individuals constantly scan their environment to get cues on what is and is not
accepted. In the context of my investigation, I consider that social norms will be negative
towards brands from emerging countries.

I propose that there are two sources for the social negativity towards brands from
emerging markets: social prestige and social animosity. Next, I explain how others’ opinions
regarding status and nationalism influence an individual’s decision to patronize brands
associated with emerging markets.

Social Prestige

Steenkamp et al. (2003) defined brand prestige as a relatively high social status
associated with a brand. By adapting this definition to the context of COO, I define social
prestige as perceived social status associated with brands from emerging markets. Studies
have shown that COO can act as an “expressive” or “image” attribute (Hirschman 1986).
Owning or using brands from a country reflects certain social status associated with the
characteristics of the country (Batra et al.1998), which constitute perceived prestige. If a
consumer perceives that her or his relevant others hold a positive view related to brands from
a given country, she or he may be likely to choose that brand in order to obtain social
approval or reward. Moreover, when a consumer perceives that the brand is well regarded
among her group, she will be likely to choose that brand to enjoy social status among relevant
others. In the contrary, a consumer may be unlikely to choose a brand associated with a
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given country when she is aware that relevant others deem the brand inferior or low-class.
For example, a consumer can perceive that her friends consider Japanese brands in
electronics to be prestigious; hence, the consumer will be more likely to choose a Japanese
brand as she may enjoy higher social status. Because brands from emerging countries may
not be seen as prestigious, I propose that social prestige will be negatively related to
perceived social norms regarding brands from emerging countries.

H4: Social prestige is negatively related to social norms regarding brands from
emerging markets.

Social Animosity
Social animosity refers to one’s perception of animosity among relevant others toward
a country. Social animosity is relevant because brands can signal group belongings and
differentiation. To be part of a national group, the individual may be forced to show her or
his allegiance to the group by displaying public acts of disapproval towards groups (i.e.,
countries) that are not considered friendly. Hence, a consumer may avoid buying brands
from countries that are deemed to be rivals by relevant others. Thus:

H5: Social consumer animosity is positively related to social norms regarding brands
form emerging markets.

According to TRA, intentions to behave in a certain manner is not only the result of
what we as individuals like, but also the result of whether our action could be approved or
disapproved by relevant others. Hence, once the individual assesses the social norms
associated with a brand, such norms will influence an individual’s purchase intention.
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H6: Social norms associated with brands from emerging countries are negatively
related to purchase intention.

3.3.3 The Role of Culture in COO effects

The subjective norms and their influence on behavior intention might be influenced
by the culture dimension of collectivism (Markus and Kitayama 1991). I defined
collectivism as a set of cultural characteristics that emphasize relationships and social
bonding instead of individual needs (Hofstede, 1983). For people in collectivistic cultures,
the determinants of behavior are primarily norms, duties, and obligations, whereas for people
in individualistic cultures, they are prbimarily attitudes, personal needs, perceived rights, and
contracts (Triandis and Bhawuk, 1997). The role of collectivism and individualism in social
behavior has been widely recognized (Kashima et al. 1995). Triandis (1994) also argues that
individualism and collectivism affect the relative importance of attitudes versus norms as
determinants of social behavior. Trafimow, Triandis, and Goto’s (1991) study found that
there is an incremental effect of culture on the subjective norms to intentions relation, within
the same social context of eating with friends.

The role of individualism and collectivism in consumer behavior has also been
investigated. From a meta-analysis of cross-culture variations of attitudes-behavior
consistency, Bontempo and Rivero’s (1990) found the behavior of consumers in
individualistic cultures is more linked to attitudes while behavior of consumers in
collectivistic cultures is more linked to norms. This finding is consistent with TRA which
would suggest that consumers in collectivistic cultures may have stronger motivation to
comply with the social norms. Hence in my investigation, I expect that consumers in
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collectivistic cultures will have a higher motivation to comply with norms related to
owning/using certain brands. Hence, I propose:

H7: Collectivism positively related to motivation to comply with social norms
regarding brands from emerging markets.

According to the aforementioned discussion, consumers with collectivistic values may
feel more pressure to comply with consumption norms. Thus, the effect of social norms on
purchase intentions for brands from emerging markets should be stronger for consumers that
experience high motivation to comply than for consumers that experience low motivation to
comply. Hence:

H8: There is a positive interaction effect between motivation to comply and social
norms on purchase intentions for brands from emerging markets. Specifically, the
effect of social norms on purchase intention will increase as motivation to comply
increases.

Applying the theory of reasoned action, this chapter presented an integrated
nomological network to explain how individual factors and social factors of country of origin
jointly determine purchase intention of brands from emerging markets. The role of culture in
these relationships was also discussed and a series of hypotheses were proposed. The next
chapter describes the methodology employed to test the hypotheses.
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CHAPTER 4
METHODOLOGY

In this chapter I describe the research design used to test the hypotheses. A summary
of the hypotheses is shown in Table 3. I opted to follow a survey approach. I decided to
follow a survey approach over an experimental approach because cultural social norms are
formed over time and impossible to manipulate in a lab setting. Furthermore, a survey
approach allowed me to collect data from different countries. Data from two countries was
needed to increase the variance in social pressure.

First, I describe the context used to test and the sample selection process. Then, I
explain the survey procedure and present the scales selected to measure each construct.
Finally, I report the results of a pretest and describe the final instrument used and its
translation process.

TABLE 3
RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

H1

Belief about product quality is positively related to attitudes towards the brand from an emerging country.

H2

Consumer animosity is negatively related to attitudes towards the brand from an emerging country.

H3

Attitudes toward brand from an emerging market are positively related to purchase intention.

H4

Social prestige is negatively related to social norms.

H5

Social consumer animosity is positively related to social norms.

H6

Social norms associated with brands from emerging countries are negatively related to purchase intention.

H7

Collectivism positively related to motivation to comply.

H8

There is an interaction effect between motivation to comply and social norms on purchase intentions for
brands from emerging markets. Specifically, the effect of social norms on purchase intention will increase
as motivation to comply increases.
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4.1 Study Context

Brands in the electronics product category served as the research context. I chose
electronics because past research has found country of origin effects in this category (Verlegh
and Steenkamp, 1999). Within this context, I chose to explore country of origin effects for
Chinese brands. I chose Chinese brands because compared to other emerging countries,
China has the most visibility. A number of Chinese brands like Lenovo, Haier, and Huawei
have aggressively expanded internationally in recent times. For instance, Lenovo has
operations in more than 60 countries and sells its products in around 160 countries (Verlegh
and Steenkamp, 1999). Another reason for choosing Chinese Brands is the various degrees
of animosity toward China among consumers in different countries for historical and more
frequently, economic reasons. Because of the fast growing economic influence from China on
their home countries, consumers might blame China for taking over their jobs and/or
undermining their economy, which leads to consumer animosity. Therefore, using Chinese
brands as the context for this study could reveal the effect of consumer animosity on attitudes
towards the brand and purchase intention.

4.2 Participants

To compare the effect of social norms on country of origin effects, I collected data in
two different countries: USA and Mexico. I selected these coun2tries for two reasons. First,
there is large variance of collectivism among these two countries. Hofstede’s national
individualism-collectivism scores are 91 for US and 30 for Mexico. This difference will
allow me to capture variance in the role of social norms in country of origin effects. Second,
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the US and Mexico have different relationships with China, which might create variance of
animosity towards China.

A sample from each country was selected for the study. In each country, the sample
consisted of undergraduate business students. I chose to focus on this demographic to control
for possible confounding effects due to age, income, product knowledge, and product
relevance. Access to students was granted by faculty members from several universities. In
the United States, students from The University of Texas at El Paso were recruited for the
study. Given that the university is located near the border with Mexico, care was taken to
select a sample of American citizens. In Mexico, data was collected from Universidad
Autónoma del Estado de México, located in central Mexico, 40 miles away from Mexico City.
This region is representative of Mexico’s cultural values. The sample sizes in each country
ranged from 100 – 200 students.

The cities in each country are comparable in size. El Paso is a mid-size southwestern
city, with a market size for electronics goods similar to other US cites of the same size. I
selected a city in central Mexico with a developed market for consumer electronics. It also
represents typical Mexican culture.

4.3 Procedure

The survey for the American sample was administered using Qualtrics in a lab setting.
I administered the surveys during October 2-6, 2013. Firstly, participants were gathered into a
computer lab where computers were prepared with a welcome screen and a link to the survey.
A research assistant instructed participants to take the survey and monitored the process.
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The first item in the survey was a description of Chinese brands. The purpose of the
description was to make sure participants understood that the term “Chinese brand” was not
the same as the term “Made in China.” The description emphasized that Chinese brands were
Chinese-based companies that sold products all over the world and had a multinational
manufacturing process. Then, participants answered several questions in the following order:
beliefs, consumer animosity, attitudes, social prestige, social animosity, social norms,
purchase intention, motivation to comply, collectivism, and demographics.

For the Mexican sample, the questionnaire was administered via paper and pencil.
The decision was made due to the difficulty to schedule lab times as participants had different
class schedules. The paper and pencil forms were administered during class time and a
controlled classroom setting. The surveys were collected during October 2-6, 2014 to
coincide with the American data collection.

To ensure data equivalence between the online survey in the US and the paper survey
collected in Mexico, I collected data using a paper version from a randomly selected sample
of 109 business undergraduates in the same university in the US. The results showed that all
the scales past the recommended level of 0.80. Then, I compared the scale means between
online and paper surveys using a series of t-tests. The results in Table 4 indicate no
significant mean differences across the two samples. This finding provides support for the
validity of the paper responses collected in Mexico and shows that mean differences between
countries is not due to differences in data collection instruments.
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TABLE 4
MEANS COMPARISONS BETWEEN ONLINE AND PAPER SUVERY
Construct
1. Belief
2. Consumer Animosity
3. Attitude
4. Social Perceived Prestige
5. Social Consumer Animosity
6. Social Norms
7. Purchase Intention
8. Collectivism

Online Survey
(N=230)
2.78
3.45
3.96
3.37
3.46
2.33
4.52
4.09

Paper Survey
(N=109)
2.67
3.53
3.95
3.44
3.66
2.37
4.03
3.98

T-test (Sig.)
0.23
0.32
0.44
0.26
0.34
0.21
0.42
0.19

4.4 Survey Instrument and Measures

I developed the questionnaire by adapting well-accepted scales from previous studies.
The scale for consumer’s belief was adapted from Dodds et al. (1991), including questions
like “buying brands from country A in electronics will reduce my life quality.” The scale for
consumer animosity was adapted from Klein et al. (1998), including questions like: “I feel
angry toward country A.” The scale for social prestige was adapted from Baek et al. (2010)
and includes questions such as “My relevant others feel angry toward country A.” The scale
for social consumer animosity was adapted from Klein et al. (1998). The scale for purchase
intention was adapted from Spear and Singh (2004). The scale for collectivism was adapted
from Yoo et al. (2001). And the scale for motivation to comply was adapted from Singelis
(1994). Appendix A shows the definition of each construct and its measures.
The survey was also translated into Spanish for the Mexican sample. The translation
of the questionnaire followed a back translation procedure to attain meaning equivalence
(Marin and Marin, 1991). Translators were bilingual and bicultural, providing additional
support for the adequacy of the translation process (Temple and Edwards 2002).
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Disagreements on the transcription were resolved through discussions between the translators.
Appendix B and C showed the English and Spanish versions of the survey.

4.5 Pretest
Before launching the main data collection effort, I conducted two pretests to calibrate
the questionnaire. A total of 120 undergraduate business students from a Southwestern
university in the U.S. were recruited for the pretest. In this pretest, I found that the
description of Chinese brands was not sufficient to convince participants that the concept of
Chinese brands was different from “Made in China.” Thus, I modified the description and
made it stronger. Then, I pretested the questionnaire again. Participants that read the
extended description did report a better understanding of the difference between “Made in
China” and Chinese brands. I designed a question “Where do Chinese brands can be
manufacture their products?” to check whether the participants can distinguish “Made in
China” and “Chinese Brands”. The results showed that 96% of participants on US sample and
93% of participants on Mexico sample chose the correct answer “all around the world”. Only
the responses with correct answer were included in the study. The final extended version of
the description was included in the final questionnaires shown in Appendix B and C.
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CHAPTER 5
RESEARCH FINDINGS
This chapter is organized into four sections. The first section describes the
characteristics of the sample from each country. The second section discusses the reliability
and validity of the measures across countries. To do so, measurement invariance tests are
performed. The third section tested the measurement model for the pooled data across
countries. Finally, the structural model is estimated and the hypotheses are tested. In addition,
the moderating effect of collectivism on the relationship between social norms and purchase
intention is also examined.

5.1. Sample Characteristics
Study participants were asked to provide information about themselves describing
their age, gender, family’s financial situation and parents’ education level. Table reports
participants’ demographic profile grouped by country. Initially, I obtained 257 responses in
the United States and 180 in Mexico. After deleting cases with severe missing data, the final
sample used in the analysis consisted of 391 responses across groups. The USA group
consisted of 230 respondents, all from The University of Texas at El Paso in the State of
Texas. The Mexican group consisted 161 respondents, from the Universidad Autónoma del
Estado de Mexico, located in Toluca, State of Mexico. I collected respondents’ age, family
financial situation, and parents’ education level, in order to check the similarity of the
samples.
The demographics showed that respondents from both countries were relatively
similar in gender and age distribution. The American sample had an average age of 25.2 and
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the Mexican sample had an average age of 20.58. Table 5 also shows that the respondents’
family financial situations were normally distributed in both country groups. For parents’
education level, American and Mexican responses were normally distributed. Hence, I
concluded that the samples from both countries could be considered as young adults who can
evaluate and choose brands on their own.

TABLE 5
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLES

USA (N = 230)

Mexico (N = 161)

Mean
25.2

Standard
Deviaton
6.71

Frequency

Percent

Gender
Male
Female

113
117

49.1
50.9

98
63

60.9
39.1

Family's Financial Situation
Wealthy
Upper-Middle Class
Middle Class
Lower-Middle Class
Poor

3
42
124
53
8

1.3
18.3
53.9
23
3.5

0
23
112
23
3

0
14.3
69.6
14.3
1.9

Parients' Education Level
Advanced Degree
4-year Degree
2-year Degree
High School
Junior High School

27
61
40
72
30

11.7
26.5
17.4
31.3
12

20
81
27
18
15

12.4
50.3
16.8
11.2
9.3

Age
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Mean
20.58

Standard
Deviaton
5.81

Frequency Percent

5.2 Measurement Invariance
This study employed cross-national samples, hence it was necessary to establish
whether the measures were invariant across countries before proceeding to combine
responses and test hypotheses (Merz, He, and Alden 2008; Steenkamp and Baumgartner
1998). At a minimum, partial metric invariance must be present for any meaningful
comparisons to be performed (Steenkamp and Baumgartner 1998). In order to determine if
the measures were metrically invariant across countries, I first checked for the reliability and
validity of the measures in each country. Then, I estimated several confirmatory factor
analyses (CFAs) using LISREL 8.72.
First, I checked for the reliability and validity of the constructs in each sample. To do
so, I ran separate analyses for the U.S. and Mexican samples, respectively. For each sample,
I included a total of 41 items representing 9 latent constructs. All the scales in this study were
reflective measures so I evaluated the reliability of each measure via item-to-total correlations
and Cornbach’s alpha (Nunnally and Bernstein 1994). Then, for each sample, I checked for
the constructs’ convergent and discriminant validity through exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).
The results showed that 6 out of 9 measures had Cronbach’s alpha scores above the
threshold of 0.80 (Nunnally and Bernstein 1994). Additional examinations showed that itemto-total correlations for all items in those six scales were above the recommended threshold
of 0.50 (Gerbing and Anderson. 1988). Table 6 shows the reliabilites for these six scales. The
problematic scales were consumer animosity, motivation to comply, and collectivism. So, I
reviewed each scale separately to understand the source of the problem.
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TABLE 6
SCALE RELIABILITIES IN EACH COUNTRY

Coronbach's Alpha

Construct

USA

Mexico

1. Belief

0.86

0.80

2. Attitude

0.96

0.91

3. Social Perceived Prestige

0.96

0.87

4. Social Animosity

0.90

0.83

5. Social Norms

0.92

0.83

6. Purchase Intention

0.93

0.82

Further analysis showed that out of five items of consumer animosity, the first item
“feel angry toward China” showed an item-to-total correlation of 0.487 in the American
group and .431 in the Mexican group, which are all below 0.50 threshold. After removing the
first item, the third item “China is doing business unfairly with my country” scored only
0.485 for the American group. At the meantime, the Cronbach’s Alpha for the American
group fell to 0.77 from 0.78. Then, I also removed this item. The results showed that the
Cronbach’s Alpha for the American group fell to 0.76, while Cronbach’s Alpha for the
Mexican group also fell to 0.75. So, I checked the item-to-total correlations again and found
that the item “China is taking advantage of my country” had a score of 0.47 in the Mexican
group. Hence, I decided to eliminate this item. After repeating the process. I found that itemto-total correlations above the threshold could not be obtained.
A possible explanation for the inconsistency of consumer animosity items could be
that respondents in the U.S. and Mexico perceived “Chinese have economic influence in my
country” to be different than “I feel angry with China.” Additional analyses showed that most
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of the respondents did not hold hostile emotions toward China, and there was little variance
in responses for the first, third and fourth questions; but there was a large variance in the
second item “China has too much economic influence in my country.” This discrepancy
suggested that some respondents were concerned with China’s economic influence while
others were not. Thus, to better capture the variance in this construct and to avoid
measurement reliability issues, I decided to use this item as a single-item indicator for the
construct of consumer animosity.
For the construct of motivation to comply, the analysis showed a lack of consistency
in the scale items. The item-to-total correlations of all scale items were below 0.40. After
deleting the worst item, one at a time, the item-to-total correlations were still below 0.40 in
both samples. Due to the inconsistency of the scale items, I decided not to include this
construct in the model. Instead, I decided to use the scale of collectivism to test the
moderation effect of motivation to comply. Theoretically, I expected collectivism to be
strongly correlated to motivation to comply. Furthermore, the scale for collectivism showed
better psychometric properties.
For the construct of collectivism, all scale items had item-to-total correlations above
0.60 in the American sample and the Cronbach’s alpha exceeded 0.86. However, for the
Mexican sample, the item “Individuals should stick with the group even through difficulties”
had an item-to-total correlation of 0.45 and the item “Group loyalty should be encouraged
even if individual goals suffer” had an item-to-total correlation of 0.46, which are both below
the recommended level of 0.50. The Cronbach’s alpha of this scale for the Mexican sample
was 0.73. Therefore, I removed the item “Individuals should stick with the group even
through difficulties,” and ran the test again. Now all item-to-total correlations were above
0.50 except the item “Group loyalty should be encouraged even if individual goals suffer,”
which had a score of 0.44. After I removed this item, all item-to-total correlations were
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above 0.50 and the Cronbach’s alpha increased to 0.81. The results showed that a four-item
scale for collectivism showed item-to-total correlations above 0.70 in both samples and the
Cronbach’s alphas above 0.87.
The next step was to test the convergent and discriminant validity of the measures for
each sample. I conducted a series of exploratory factor analysis (EFAs) and confirmatory
factor analysis (CFAs) by organizing the constructs in two groups. The first group was
comprised of social prestige, social animosity, and social norms; while the second group
included attitudes, social norms, collectivism, and purchase intention. The purpose of
grouping constructs is to better examine the discriminant validity between measures of
antecedent constructs and outcome constructs. In the model, social prestige and social
animosity are both antecedents of norms, thus they belong to a group. Attitudes and norms
are both antecedents of purchase intention, and collectivism is planned to be tested as a
construct moderating the effect of norms on purchase intention. An EFA and a CFA were
conducted for each group of constructs for each country sample.
Social Prestige (SP), Social Animosity (SM) and Social Norms (N). First, I conducted
an EFA including the scale items for these three constructs using the American sample. To
decide if a rotation was needed, I followed the guidelines recommended by Tabachnick and
Fiddel’s (2007, p. 646). So, first I ran an EFA with oblique rotation and specified a 3 factor
solution. Then, I checked the factor correlation matrix and observed that the correlations
among the factors exceeded .32. According to Tabachnick and Fiddel, these results
suggested that there was 10% overlap in variance among factors. Hence, oblique rotation is
adequate. Then, I looked at the pattern matrix and observed that all factor loadings loaded
onto the intended construct (> 0.75). A similar analysis was conducted using the Mexican
sample and results showed that all items also loaded onto the intended constructs (Table 8).

45

Therefore, the results provided initial evidence for discriminant and convergent validity
across the constructs in the both samples.
Next, as suggested by Churchill (1979) and Gerbing and Anderson (1988),
convergent validity and discriminant validity were further assessed by means of a
confirmatory factor analysis using LISREL 9.10 (Jöreskog and Sörbom 2006). The CFAs
were estimated for each sample. To show convergent and discriminant validity it was
necessary that the results from the CFA showed satisfactory model fit and significant factor
loadings. Thus I examined the factor loadings, modification indices, and overall model fit
The first CFA was conducted using the American sample and including social
prestige, social animosity, and social norms. The results showed: Chi-Square of 530.01,
goodness of fit index (GFI) =0.74, non-normed fit index (NNFI) = 0.89, comparative fit
index (CFI) =0.91, and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) = 0.17.
Examining the modification indices for Lambda-X, I found 4 modification indices higher
than 10: the index between SA01 and Norms was 37.15, the index between SA05 and Norms
was 26.31, the index between N03 and Social Prestige was 18.78, and the index between
N06 and Social Prestige was 37.76. I attempted to correct this model by dropping
problematic items from the model one at a time. I dropped the item with the highest
modification index and ran the CFA again. I repeated this procedure until the CFA reached
adequate fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999). The model reached adequate fit when SA01, SA05, N03
and N06 were removed from the model. The results showed: Chi-Square of 101 (P=0.00),
GFI = 0.92, NNFI = 0.96. CFI =0.97, RMSEA = 0.10. A chi-square difference test showed a
significant improvement in model fit as a result of dropping SA01, SA05, N03 and N06 (χ2Δ
= 429.01, df = 3, p<.001). Then, I ran an EFA again with the remaining items. Results
showed that all items had significant loadings on intended constructs.
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The composite reliability was also calculated for each of the constructs. Composite
reliability (CR) is analogous to Cronbach’s alpha and used to assess reliability in SEM
(Fornell and Larcker 1981). The composite reliability for all three constructs in the American
sample exceeded 0.80 (Table 7), threshold recommended by Fornell and Larcker (1981).
These results provided additional support for the reliability of the scales. Average Variance
Extracted (AVE), which measures the ratio of variance to measurement error in the scale, was
also examined. Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggested that adequate measures should contain
less that 50% error variance (i.e., AVE should be 0.5 or higher). The AVEs for the all of the
three constructs were higher than 0.5 for the American sample. In addition, the AVE scores
were higher than the squared correlations among the constructs. Table 7 summarizes the
results for the American sample regarding the EFA and CFA including social prestige, social
animosity, and social norms.
The convergent and discriminant validity for the measures of social prestige, social
animosity, and social norms were also tested using the Mexican sample. Similar to the
previous analyses, I conducted an EFA and a CFA for these scales including the items that
were used in the final version of the measures used in the American sample. The EFA
showed that each item demonstrated a significant factor loading on the intended construct.
The CFA showed good model fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999): χ2 = 79.50; df = 32; p = 0.0; GFI
= .91; NFI .90; NNFI = .91; CFI = .93; RMSEA=.09. The CRs for all constructs were above
0.80 and all AVEs were higher than 0.50. In addition, the AVE scores were higher than the
squared correlations among the constructs. Table 8 shows these results.
Thus, based on these results, I concluded that the final version of the social prestige,
social animosity, and social norm scales were reliable. Also the results provided support for
the convergent and discriminant validity of these measures in both samples.
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Attitudes (A), Social Norms (N), Purchase Intention (PI), and Collectivism (C). Next
I tested the validity of the second group of constructs: attitudes, social norms, purchase
intention, and collectivism. Following the same procedure used to check the first group of
constructs, I performed an EFA and a CFA including the scale items from these four
constructs using the American and the Mexican data, separately.
First, for the American sample, the EFA showed that all items loaded onto the
intended constructs. The CFA showed adequate model fit: χ2 = 118.06, df = 71, p = 0.0, GFI
= .93, NFI =.97; NNFI = .98, CFI = .99, RMSEA = 0.056. Modification indices were below
10. The CR for each construct was above 0.80 and the AVEs of all of the four constructs
were above 0.5. In addition, the AVE scores were higher than the squared correlations among
the constructs. Table 9 summarizes these findings.
For the Mexican sample, the EFA indicated that all items significantly loaded onto
the intended constructs. The CFA showed adequate model fit: χ2 =119.39; df = 71, p = 0.0;
GFI = .90; NFI =.90; NNFI = .93; CFI = .95, RMSEA = 0.064. All four constructs had a
composite reliability above 0.80. The AVEs of all constructs were above 0.5 and the scores
were higher than the squared correlations among the constructs. Table 10 summarizes these
findings.
Therefore, I concluded that the measures for attitudes, social norms, purchase
intention, and collectivism were reliable. Also the results provided support for the convergent
and discriminant validity of these measures in both samples.
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CFA

TABLE 7
EFA AND CFA RESULTS INCLUDING SOCIAL PRESTIGE, SOCIAL ANIMOSITY, AND SOCIAL NORMS
AMAERICAN SAMPLE

EFA Components

.03

0.99

0.91

7. M think no one should buy Chinese Brands in electronics.

.91

.75

.07
.07

-.11

-.12

-.01
-.02

-.01

.10

0.72
0.82

0.95

0.87

Extracted

74.68%

Reliability

0.9

71.26%

87.88%

0.91

0.96

Standardized Construct Average Variance

.91

.02

0.91

Loading

-.03

.99

-.06

0.92

3

1. M* think Chinese brands are very prestigous.

.01

.91

.97

0.92

2

2. M think Chinese brands are very high status.

.01

.00

.86

0.74

1

3. M think Chinese brands are very very upscale.

-.05

.02

.75

Construct

4. M feel that China wants to gain economic power over my country.

.10

.00

Social Prestige

5. M feel that China is taking advantage of my country.

-.02

Social Animosity

6. M feel that China has too much economic influence in my country.

8. M think buying Chinese brands in electronics is unacceptable.

.79
.90

Norms

9. M think that it’s social deviant to buy Chinese brands in electronics.
10. M think that buying Chinese brands in electronics not understandable.
*: M represents "My family, friends and relatives".

Note: Exploratory factor analysis uses a Oblimin rotation. Bold values indicate the factor on which each item predominantly loads.
Discriminant Analysis Model fit: χ2 = 101; df = 32; p = 0.0; GFI = .92; NFI .96; NNFI = .96; CFI = .97; RMSEA=.10
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TABLE 8
EFA AND CFA RESULTS INCLUDING SOCIAL PRESTIGE, SOCIAL ANIMOSITY, AND SOCIAL NORMS
MEXICAN SAMPLE

EFA Components

0.85

3
.01

0.81

2
.85

.01

0.82

1
-.03

.82

-.02

Construct
1. M think Chinese brands are very prestigous.

.03

.82

6. M feel that China wants to gain economic power over my country.

.12

-.02

.08

-.07

-.05

.60

.87

.85

0.55

0.99

0.78

11. M think buying Chinese brands in electronics is unacceptable.

10. M think no one should buy Chinese Brands in electronics.

.85

.72

.50

-.02

.03

-.02

.02

.00

-.13

.04

.15

0.77

0.78

0.72

0.55

0.80

0.83

51.00%

63.03%

CFA
Standardized Construct Average Variance
Loading
Reliability
Extracted
0.87
68.37%

2. M think Chinese brands are very high status.

.01

Social Prestige

3. M think Chinese brands are very very upscale.

7. M feel that China is taking advantage of my country.

-.03

Social Animosity

8. M feel that China has too much economic influence in my country.

13. M think that it’s social deviant to buy Chinese brands in electronics.

.74

Norms

14. M think that buying Chinese brands in electronics not understandable.
*: M represents "My family, friends and relatives".

Note: Exploratory factor analysis uses a Oblimin rotation. Bold values indicate the factor on which each item predominantly loads.
Discriminant Analysis Model fit: χ2 = 79.50; df = 32; p = 0.0; GFI = .91; NFI .90; NNFI = .91; CFI = .93; RMSEA=.09
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Loading

Standardized

Reliability

Construct

Extracted

Average Variance

CFA

TABLE 9
EFA AND CFA RESULTS INCLUDING ATTITUDES, PURCHASE INTENTIONS, SOCIAL NORMS AND COLLECTIVISM
AMERICAN SAMPLE
EFA Components

4

0.91

3
.01

0.95

2

-.03

.00

1
.00

.00

Construct
.90

.01

88.41%

.94

0.96

72.03%

0.96

1. I like to buy Chinese brands in electronics.

.06

Attitude
2. Buying Chinese brands in electronics is attractive to me.

.20

0.94

-.02

.90

0.91

.92

-.05

.92

0.91

59.87%

82.87%
.03

.04

0.85

0.94
.01

.02

0.87

.01

-.03

0.95

0.88

.80

-.06

.86

-.04

.95

-.02

-.09

-.03

0.73

.05

-.09

-.07

0.61

.76

.01

0.85

.03

.07

-.04

0.90

.12

.62

-.10

-.03

0.70

0.83

-.02

.86

-.03

.05

.00

.01

.89

-.03

.87

.02

.70

.03

-.01

.01

.15

3. I enjoy buying Chinese brands in electronics.
Purchase intention
6. consider purchasing a Chinese brand for electronics
(Never:Definitely)
7. consider purchasing a Chinese brand for electronics (Definitely not
intend to:Definitely intend to)
8. consider purchasing a Chinese brand for electronics (Very
unlikely:Very likely)
Norms
10. M think no one should buy Chinese Brands in electronics.
11. M think buying Chinese brands in electronics is unacceptable.
13. M think that it’s social deviant to buy Chinese brands in electronics.
14. M think that buying Chinese brands in electronics not
understandable.
Collectivism
15. Individuals should sacrifice self-interest for the group.
16. Group welfare is more important than individual rewards.
17. Group success is more important than individual success.
18. Individuals should only pursue their goals after considering the
welfare of the group.
*: M represents "My family, friends and relatives".

Note: Exploratory factor analysis uses a Oblimin rotation. Bold values indicate the factor on which each item predominantly loads.
Discriminant Analysis Model fit: χ2 = 118.06, df = 71, p = 0.0, GFI = .93, NFI =.97; NNFI = .98, CFI = .99, RMSEA = 0.056
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Construct

Average Variance

CFA

TABLE 10
EFA AND CFA RESULTS INCLUDING ATTITUDES, PURCHASE INTENTIONS, SOCIAL NORMS, AND COLLECTIVISM
MEXICAN SAMPLE

EFA Components

Standardized

78.39%

Extracted

0.80

0.92

3
.04

0.94

0.82

0.81

53.00%

51.45%

60.36%

Reliability

2

.06

.01

-.06

0.79

0.75

0.53

0.71

0.80

0.77

0.50

0.73

0.87

0.52

0.82

Loading

1

-.02

-.01

4
.79

-.04

Construct

1. I like to buy Chinese brands in electronics.

.04

Attitude

.00

.01

0.79

.98

.76

.89

.05

.76

2. Buying Chinese brands in electronics is attractive to me.

-.05

-.08

0.91

.08

.00

.-3

.00

.81

.55

.07

.03

.01

.75

.07

-.06

.00

-.03

-.09

.51

.05

.79

.16

.74

.00

.01

.00

-.10

.86

-.15

.00

-.05

-.03

.52

-.02

.04

-.02

.72

.01

.03

-.09

.06

3. I enjoy buying Chinese brands in electronics.
Purchase intention
6. consider purchasing a Chinese brand for electronics
(Never:Definitely)
7. consider purchasing a Chinese brand for electronics (Definitely not
intend to:Definitely intend to)
8. consider purchasing a Chinese brand for electronics (Very
unlikely:Very likely)
Norms
10. M think no one should buy Chinese Brands in electronics.
11. M think buying Chinese brands in electronics is unacceptable.
13. M think that it’s social deviant to buy Chinese brands in electronics.
14. M think that buying Chinese brands in electronics not
understandable.
Collectivism
15. Individuals should sacrifice self-interest for the group.
16. Group welfare is more important than individual rewards.
17. Group success is more important than individual success.
18. Individuals should only pursue their goals after considering the
welfare of the group.
*: M represents "My family, friends and relatives".

Note: Exploratory factor analysis uses a Oblimin rotation. Bold values indicate the factor on which each item predominantly loads.
Discriminant Analysis Model fit: χ2 =119.39; df = 71, p = 0.0; GFI = .90; NFI =.90; NNFI = .93; CFI = .95, RMSEA = 0.064
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After all measures were validated for each country, I estimated summated scales and
estimated descriptive statistics for all constructs. The results showed significant, but moderate,
correlations among most constructs. The results are summarized in Table 11.
TABLE 11
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR ALL SCALES FOR EACH COUNTRY

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlatons

Mean

Standard
Deviation

1. Belief

2.87

2. Attitude

USA

2

1.24

1
1.00

3

4

5

3.96

1.32

0.37**

-0.28**

3. Social Perceived Prestige

3.38

1.49

0.36**

-0.32**

1.00

4. Social Consumer Animosity

3.18

1.44

-0.30**

0.71**

-0.28**

1.00

5. Social Norms

2.35

1.2

-0.49**

0.49**

-0.31**

0.60**

1.00

6. Purchase Intention

4.53

1.22

0.40**

-0.36**

0.41**

-0.26**

-0.44**

1.00

1
1.00

2

3

4

5

6

1. Belief

3.43

Standard
Deviation
1.19

2. Attitude

2.86

1.22

0.10

-0.28**

3. Social Perceived Prestige

2.65

1.18

0.10

-0.14

1.00

4. Social Consumer Animosity

4.16

1.32

-0.33**

0.63**

-0.43

1.00

5. Social Norms

2.93

1.1

-0.29**

0.40**

-0.51

0.43**

1.00

6. Purchase Intention

3.94

1.05

0.11

-0.44

0.36**

0.08

0.31

Mean

Mexico

6

1.00

Next, given the cross-national nature of the study, it was also necessary to establish
whether the measures were invariant across countries before proceeding to test the
hypotheses (Steenkamp and Baumgartner, 1998). I tested for the measurement invariance
for the two groups of constructs separately.
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For the first group of constructs: social prestige, social animosity, and social norms, I
conducted a three multi-group CFAs using LISREL 9.10. In the first CFA (base model), the
loadings for the constructs were specified as free and allowed to vary across American and
Mexican samples except for a marker item for each construct (De Wulf et al., 2001). The
CFA fit indices for the base model suggest that the model fits the data well (Hu and Bentler,
1999): χ2=180.50 (P=0.00), df=64, CFI=0.96, NFI=0.96, NNFI=0.95, RMSEA=0.08. In the
second CFA, I made the item loadings to be equal across the two counties. The model shows
acceptable model fit:χ2=196.48 (P=0.00), df=76, CFI=0.95, NFI=0.96, NNFI=0.95,
RMSEA=0.08. A Chi-square difference test indicated that the increase of χ2 was not
significant (∆χ2= 15.98, df=12, P>0.10), and the fit indices did not deteriorate. The result
supported full metric invariance for the construct of Social Prestige, Social Animosity and
Social Norms across both samples. Next, I tested for scalar invariance by fixing the intercepts
of invariant factor loadings to be equal across samples. The new model shows the following
fit indices: χ2=216.86 (P=0.00), df=88, CFI=0.95, NFI=0.95, NNFI=0.95, RMSEA=0.09.The
change in χ2 was not significant (∆χ2= 10.38, df=12, p>0.10). The results supported a full
scalar invariance.
For the second group of constructs: attitudes, social norms, purchase intentions, and
collectivism, I examined the measurement invariance following the same procedures. Two
multi-group CFA tests were performed for testing metric invariance. In the first CFA test
where factor loading were set free in each country sample, the model showed good fit
χ2=156.45 (P=0.00), df=68, CFI=0.98, NFI=0.96, NNFI=0.96, RMSEA=0.08. In the second
CFA where factor loadings were constrained to be equal across the two countries, the model
also shows good model fit: χ2= 178.57, df=84, CFI=0.97, NFI=0.95, NNFI=0.96,
RMSEA=0.08. A Chi-square different test showed that the increase in Chi-square was nonsignificant (∆χ2= 22.12, df=16, P>0.10). These results supported full metric invariance. Then,
54

I estimated another CFA model by restraining the intercept of the invariant factor loadings of
each item. The restrained model showed acceptable model fit: χ2= 192.86, df=100, CFI=0.95,
NFI=0.95, NNFI=0.95, RMSEA=0.09. The change in χ2 was not significant (∆χ2= 14.29,
df=16, p>0.10). The results supported full scalar invariance across American and Mexican
samples for the four constructs.

5.3 Measurement Model
After metric and scalar invariance were supported for all measures, I combined the
responses from both samples into a pooled sample. Then, using all responses, I tested the
convergent and discriminant validity of the measurement model by performing a series of
EFA and CFA tests. I followed the same procedure and grouped the set of constructs in two
groups. The EFA for the constructs of social animosity, social prestige and social norms,
showed that the items loaded onto the corresponding construct. The CFA for these constructs
showed adequate fit: χ2 =119.39; df = 71, p = 0.0; GFI = .90; NFI =.90; NNFI = .93; CFI
= .95, RMSEA = 0.06. The composite reliabilities of the three constructs are all above 0.8
and the AVEs of the three constructs are all above 0.50. Table 12 summarizes the results for
the first group of constructs.
For the constructs of attitude, norms, purchase intention and collectivism, the
results from the EFA showed that all items had significant loadings onto the intended
constructs. The result from the CFA also indicated good model fit, adequate CRs, and AVEs
for all constructs. Table 13 summarizes the results for the second group of constructs. The
results supported the reliability and validity of the measurement model.
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6. M feel that China wants to gain economic power over my country.

.51

.39

-.19

-.28

-.26

.71

.91

.91

11. M think buying Chinese brands in electronics is unacceptable.

10. M think no one should buy Chinese Brands in electronics.

.77

.87

.73

-.15

-.11

-.29

-.28

.36

.30

.44

.48

0.90
0.93
0.90

0.88
0.94
0.70

0.79
0.90
0.72
0.77

0.87

0.88

63.64%

71.60%

CFA
Standardized Construct Average Variance
Loading Reliability
Extracted
0.94
82.83%

TABLE 12
EFA AND CFA RESULTS INCLUDING SOCIAL PRESTIGE, SOCIAL ANIMOSITY, AND SOCIAL NORMS
COMBINED SAMPLE

EFA Components

-.24

3

.89

-.23

2

-.22

.93

-.30

1

1. M think Chinese brands are very prestigous.
-.19

.90

Construct

2. M think Chinese brands are very high status.

-.23

Social Prestige

3. M think Chinese brands are very very upscale.

7. M feel that China is taking advantage of my country.

.32

Social Animosity

8. M feel that China has too much economic influence in my country.

13. M think that it’s social deviant to buy Chinese brands in electronics.

.82

Norms

14. M think that buying Chinese brands in electronics not understandable.
*: M represents "My family, friends and relatives".

Note: Exploratory factor analysis uses a Oblimin rotation. Bold values indicate the factor on which each item predominantly loads.
Discriminant Analysis Model fit: χ2 = 149.97; df = 32; p = 0.0; GFI = .92; NFI .95; NNFI = .95; CFI = .96, RESEA=.10
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Construct

Average Variance

CFA

TABLE 13
EFA AND CFA RESULTS INCLUDING ATTITUDES, PURCHASE INTENTION, SOCIAL NORMS, AND COLLECTIVISM
COMBINED SAMPLE

EFA Components
Standardized

86.57%

Extracted
0.89

0.95

3
.03

0.95

Reliability

2

-.04

-.03

0.87

53.02%

63.24%

75.15%

0.81

0.9

Loading

1
.02

.01

4

.86

-.01

Construct

.98

0.95

Attitude
1. I like to buy Chinese brands in electronics.

.04

0.89

-.01

.86

0.87

-.03

-.04

.85

.92

.03

.02

2. Buying Chinese brands in electronics is attractive to me.

.03

-.02

0.78

.03

-.04

0.90

0.84

.70

.02

.88

-.02

.86

.01

-.08

.01

0.72

-.01

-.08

-.01

0.56

.78

-.01

0.80

-.01

.09

.01

0.89

.06

.57

-.08

-.01

0.61

0.77

.03

.81

-.02

.00

.01

-.07

.90

-.01

.82

.00

.62

-.02

.03

.04

-.04

3. I enjoy buying Chinese brands in electronics.
Purchase intention
6. consider purchasing a Chinese brand for electronics
(Never:Definitely)
7. consider purchasing a Chinese brand for electronics (Definitely not
intend to:Definitely intend to)
8. consider purchasing a Chinese brand for electronics (Very
unlikely:Very likely)
Norms
10. M think no one should buy Chinese Brands in electronics.
11. M think buying Chinese brands in electronics is unacceptable.
13. M think that it’s social deviant to buy Chinese brands in electronics.
14. M think that buying Chinese brands in electronics not
understandable.
Collectivism
15. Individuals should sacrifice self-interest for the group.
16. Group welfare is more important than individual rewards.
17. Group success is more important than individual success.
18. Individuals should only pursue their goals after considering the
welfare of the group.
*: M represents "My family, friends and relatives".

Note: Exploratory factor analysis uses a Oblimin rotation. Bold values indicate the factor on which each item predominantly loads.
Discriminant Analysis Model fit: χ2 = 125.89; df = 71; p = 0.0; GFI = .90; NFI =.90; NNFI = .96; CFI = .96, RMSEA = 0.049
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5.4 Structural Model and Hypothesis Testing
After establishing the validity of the measures, I estimated a structural model to test
the hypotheses. The proposed relationships were tested in two steps. First, I tested the model
with all main effects, but without the moderation effect. The first model is depicted in Figure
4. Then, I tested the moderation effect between collectivism and social norms on purchase
intention. The moderated model is depicted in Figure 5. I chose to test the moderation effect
separately because the procedure of testing interaction effects in SEM requires the interaction
variable to be treated as an independent variable (Little et al. 2007). Since the construct of
social norms is also an antecedent in the main model, the moderation effect has to be tested
separately.

FIGURE 4
STRUCTURAL MODEL OF MAIN EFFECTS
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FIGURE 5
MODERATION MODEL

To test the main effects, I fitted the combined data of the American and Mexican
samples in a structural model showed in Figure 4. The results showed that the model has
good fit and t-values for the proposed paths supported the hypotheses (H1-H6). The model fit
was as follows: χ2 = 631.68 df = 198; p = 0.0; GFI = .87; NFI =.95; NNFI = .96; CFI = .96,
RMSEA = 0.075. Table 14 shows the estimated t-values of each path.
H1 posited that belief about product quality is positively related to attitudes towards
the brand from an emerging country. The results showed that the coefficient of belief on
attitude is significant (coefficient=0.45; p=.08). Thus H1 is supported. H2 proposed that
consumer animosity is negatively related to attitudes towards the brand from an emerging
country. This hypothesis was supported (coefficient= -0.11; p= 0.04). H3 suggested that
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attitudes toward brand from an emerging market are positively related to purchase intention.
This hypothesis was also supported (coefficient=0.49, p=0.04). H4 posited that social
prestige is negatively related to social norms. The results supported this relationship
(coefficient= -0.13, p=0.05). H5 proposed a positive effect from social animosity to social
norms. This contention was supported (coefficient=0.36, p=0.04). Finally, H6 stated that
social norms are negatively related to purchase intention of a brand from emerging
countries. The results also supported H6 (coefficient= -0.16; p=0.04).

TABLE 14
MODEL ESTIMATION AND T-VALUES
Coefficient

t-value

H1: Belief > Attitude
H2: Consumer Animosity > Attitude
H3: Attitude > Purchase Intention

0.45
-0.11
0.49

5.08**
-3.05**
11.72**

H4: Social Prestige > Norms
H5: Social Animosity > Norms
H6: Norms > Purchase Intention

-0.13
0.36
-0.16

-2.90**
8.65**
-3.73**

*p<0.1 **p<0.05
Model fit: χ2 = 631.68 df = 198; p = 0.0; GFI = .87; NFI =.95; NNFI = .96; CFI = .96, RMSEA = 0.075

I tested the moderation effect using the combined data set. I followed the steps
suggested by Little et al. (2007) for moderation in SEM. First, I computed a summated scale
with the items of the moderator: collectivism. Then, I mean centered the summated scale of
collectivism as well as all items of the social norms scale, which is the independent variable.
Lastly, I computed product terms between the summated scale of collectivism and each item
of the social norms scale. The four product items formed a moderator variable, which is
treated as an independent variable. Figure 6 shows the SEM model.
60

FIGURE 6
SEM MODERATION TEST

Then I estimated the structural model. The results showed that the SEM model had
good fit: χ2 = 276.07; df =71; p = 0.0; GFI = .91; NFI =.94; NNFI = .95; CFI = .96, RMSEA
= 0.08. Table 15 summarizes the results. As shown in the table, the main effect of attitude on
purchase intention (coefficient=0.49, p=0.04) and the main effect of social norms on purchase
intention (coefficient = -0.16, p =0.05) were significant. These results are in line with the
results showed in the structural model including all constructs. The interaction effect
between collectivism and social norms was also significant (coefficient= -0.05, t-value= 1.69,
p=0.03). Thus, the results supported the theoretical argument that the effect of social norms
on purchase intention is stronger in collectivistic cultures than in individualistic cultures. The
argument is supported because the coefficients of the main effect of social norms on purchase
intention and the coefficients of the moderation effect of collectivism are both negative and
significant.
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TABLE 15
RESULTS OF THE SEM MODERATION TEST
Coefficient

t-value

H3: Attitude > Purchase Intention
H6: Norms > Purchase Intention

0.49
-0.16

11.30**
-3.42**

Moderation: Collectivism * Norms

-0.05

-1.96**

**p<0.05
Model fit: χ2 = 276.07; df =71; p = 0.0; GFI = .91; NFI =.94; NNFI = .95; CFI = .96, RMSEA = 0.08

Overall, the empirical findings supported the validity of the scales across countries
and supported the research hypotheses. In the next section, I discuss the theoretical and
managerial implications of the research findings.
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CHAPTER 6
DISCUSSION
6.1 Overview of the Dissertation
Companies from countries labeled as emerging markets such as Brazil, India, China,
and Russia are attempting to introduce their brands all over the world. Still, brands from
these countries have to overcome a negative country of origin effect. To better manage these
negative effects, brand managers need to understand the sources of such effects. Previous
research on country of origin has focused on product-related and performance-driven
variables, while paying less attention to the social value of the brand. In this dissertation, I
investigate the social value of brands from emerging countries and test whether this aspect of
a brand plays a role in purchase decisions.
Extant literature on branding suggests that brands can serve as a tool for selfexpression and social group identification. However, the literature on country-of-origin has
focused on the investigation of variables related to product quality and performance, and paid
little attention to the investigation of social brand value of brands from different countries. In
this dissertation, I attempt to fill this gap in the literature.
In this work, based on the theory of reasoned action (TRA), I investigate the two
routes through which COO affects purchase intention: perceived functionality of the brand
and social value of the brand. Consistent with TRA, I propose that the effects of COO on
purchase intention can be organized into two groups: COO effects that affect attitudes
towards the brand and COO effects that affect social norms. Specifically, I propose that
individual consumer’s perceptions of the product in terms of perceived quality and consumer
animosity antecede brand attitudes. While consumer’s perception of the social evaluations of
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the brand such as social perceived prestige, and social animosity antecede social norms. The
model also proposes that consumers in cultures high in collectivism are more likely to feel
pressure to comply with the social norms. Hence, in cultures high in collectivism the
influence of social norms on purchase intentions should be higher than in cultures high in
individualism.
To empirically test the proposed model, I collected data from two countries using a
survey design. Data was collected from undergraduate students from two universities in the
United States and Mexico. The data was tested for measurement invariance and the responses
were combined. Hypotheses were tested by employing structural equation modeling (SEM).
Two models were estimated. In the first SEM model, all main effects were tested. In the
second SEM model, the moderation effect of collectivism on the relationship between social
norms and purchase intention was tested.

6.2 Discussion of the Research Findings
The results provided support for all hypotheses. Table 16 presents a summary of the
findings. Overall, these findings provide evidence that country of origin affects purchase
intention through the individual’s assessment of the brand as well as the individual’s
perception of social acceptance for such brand.
The support for hypotheses 1 and 2 shows that individuals’ personal opinions about
the quality of a brand from an emerging country are related to overall attitudes towards the
brand. This finding is consistent with a vast literature on COO which has shown that COO is
a heuristic consumers use to speed up product choice.
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TABLE 16
SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

The support for hypotheses 4 and 5 demonstrates that individuals are also aware of
social pressures regarding the use of brands from emerging nations. Furthermore, the results
suggest that countries from emerging markets have to overcome a negative social image. This
finding is relevant because past studies have focused on performance associations of COO.
In today’s economic environment, the social value of a brand can be extremely important for
certain product categories such as luxury products. The managerial implications of this
finding are discussed in the managerial implications section.
The support for hypotheses 3 and 6 provides support for the theory of reasoned action
which states that purchase intentions are a result of individual attitudes towards the brand and
the social norms associated with the brand.
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Finally, the results showed partial support for H8 which stated that consumers in
cultures high in motivation to comply would be more influenced by social norms. The results
showed that the scale for motivation to comply did not meet adequate levels of reliability of
validity. Hence, H7 and H8, as stated, could not be tested. However, since theory would
suggest that motivation to comply is positively related to collectivism, and the collectivism
scale did perform adequately, I tested H8 using the collectivism scale. The findings showed
that when there were negative social norms associated with a brand from an emerging market,
consumers reported lower purchase intentions. This effect was significantly magnified for
consumers that reported high scores in collectivism. Therefore, I conclude that the social
value of a brand is more important in societies high in collectivistic values. Next, I discuss
the theoretical and managerial implications of these findings.

6.3 Theoretical Implications
Based on TRA, the dissertation develops an overarching network for COO effects
which posits that COO effects purchase intention through attitudes toward product and social
norms. In general, the dissertation adds to our understanding of the mechanism through
which COO affects purchase intention. Specifically, this dissertation provides two theoretical
implications. First, it provides evidence that the TRA is an adequate framework to
understand COO effects. Consumers form individual attitudes towards brands, but their
purchase intention is also affected by the perceived social norms associated with such brands.
Second, the findings suggest that the social image of a brand from an emerging country is
more influential in collectivistic cultures.
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6.4 Managerial Implications
For managerial practice, this dissertation highlights the importance of reinforcing the
socially desirable functions of brands from emerging countries. For instance, the findings of
the dissertation suggest a different management of brand alliances. Currently, managers of
brands from emerging countries attempt to alleviate negative perceptions of product quality
by forming strategic brand alliances with or acquiring companies that are perceived as
“competent.” For example, Lenovo’s acquisition of IBM. This dissertation suggests that
brands from emerging countries should also consider forming alliances with brands that are
not only functionally competent, but also socially desirable. Hence, brands such as Lenovo
should increase their social desirability by investing in brand image and/or forming alliances
with meaningful brands. An advantage of this approach is that, to accomplish this goal,
brand allies need not be in the same product category (Chernev, Hamilton and Gal 2011).
This dissertation also suggests that social animosity has a strong effect over social
norms. Hence, governments from emerging countries should promote a positive and
favorable image of their country as well as the good friendship between their country and the
host country. A positive image of an emerging country among the citizens of a target country
will increase the desirability of brands from that emerging country.
The findings also provide suggestions for advertisers promoting brands from
emerging nations. The results suggest that ads for brands from emerging countries should not
only focus on product attributes, but also emphasize a favorable social image. Some research
shows that social image can be enhanced by promoting a high-class luxury appeal but also by
promoting socially responsible behaviors (Mohr et al. 2001).
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6.5 Research Limitations
The scales of consumer animosity and motivation to comply had low reliability, hence
I was forced to use a single-item scale to measure consumer animosity and drop motivation to
comply from the study. Further analysis about the scale of consumer animosity showed that
the scale was interpreted inconsistently across American and Mexican samples. Probably,
this was due to the lack of questionnaire pretest using Mexican respondents. I suggest
scholars test the questionnaire in all countries to ensure content equivalence and scale
reliability. Even though using a single item scale to measure consumer animosity avoided the
problem of poor reliability, it reduced the validity of the scale and could have reduced the
validity of the research findings.
The scale of motivation to comply showed low reliability on both samples. A possible
explanation is that the scale was the last scale in the questionnaire and respondents’ fatigue
may have reduced participants’ level of concentration. Also I presented a progress bar on the
survey screen and participants, knowing they were close to the end, may have rushed on to
finish the survey and disregarded the last scale. Even though I tested the moderation effect of
motivation to comply using the scale for collectivism, a limitation of this work remains the
fact that I did not include motivation to comply in the test.
Another limitation of this dissertation is that the sample was only collected from
undergraduate students. College students have relatively limited shopping and product
experience, which might limit their knowledge about country-related products attributes. Also,
they might have a different view on the history between counties and economic influences
from other countries, which may lead to a different level of consumer animosity compared to
other age groups. Importantly, college students may be more prone to choose brands due to
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their social image. So, the social value of the brand could have been inflated due to the
sample.

6.6 Directions for Future Research
The present study needs to be replicated using a more heterogeneous sample. I
included only business students to control for confounding variables. However, to generalize
the findings, a more diverse sample in terms of product knowledge and consumer animosity
is needed. Also, the study needs to be replicated in other countries.
Further studies should investigate other individual and/or contextual factors that might
moderate the effect of social norms on purchase intention. For example, studies shows that
consumers in developing countries tend to more rely on brands to signal their social status
because they have a greater admiration for lifestyles in economically developed countries
(Batra et al. 2000). Thus, the effects of social norms on consumers’ purchase intention in
developing countries might be stronger than in developed countries.
Also, I suggest that scholars should further study the effect of brand image on COO.
Specifically, future studies should test how can brands from emerging countries increase their
social desirability using appeals such as luxury, status, social responsibility, among others.
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APPENDIX A
Constructs Definitions and Measurements
Constructs

Definitions

Measurements

Belief

Consumer's belief of
consequences of buying brands
from country A.

Adapted from Dodds et al. (1991)
1. Buying brands from country A in electronics will
reduce my life quality.
2. Buying brands from country A in electronics will cost
me more effort and money to repair or replace it in the
future.
3. Buying brands from country A in electronics will be
cause danger in my life.
4. Buying brands from country A in electronics will not
make me happy.
5. Buying brands from country A in electronics will
cause me trouble in the future.

Consumer
Animosity

Consumers’ remnants of
antipathy toward a country
related to previous or ongoing
military, political or economic
events (Klein et al, 1998).

Adapted from Klein et al. (1998)
1. I feel angry toward the Country A.
2. I will never forgive Country A for the war.
3. Country A should pay for what it did during the war.
4. Country A is not a reliable trading partner.
5. Country A wants to gain economic power over my
country.
6. Country A is taking advantage of my country.
7. Country A has too much economic influence in my
country.
8. Country A are doing business unfairly with my
country.

Social Perceived
Prestige

Consumer’s perceived social
status associated with brands
from a country in a product
category.

Adapted from Baek et al. (2010)
1. My relevant others perceive the brands from country A
in electronics to be very prestigious.
2. My relevant others perceive the brands from country A
in electronics with high status.
3. My relevant others perceive the brands from country A
in electronics to be very upscale.

Social Consumer
Animosity

One’s perceived remnants of
antipathy among relevant
others toward a country related
to previous or ongoing
military, political or economic
events.

Adapted from Klein et al. (1998)
1. My relevant others feel angry toward the Country A.
2. My relevant others will never forgive Country A for
the war.
3. My relevant others feel that country A should pay for
what it did during the war.
4. My relevant others feel that Country A is not a reliable
trading partner.
5. My relevant others feel that Country A wants to gain
economic power over my country.
6. My relevant others feel that Country A is taking
advantage of my country.
7. My relevant others feel that Country A has too much
economic influence in my country.
8. My relevant others feel that Country A are doing
business unfairly with my country.
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APPENDIX A (Continued)
Constructs
Attitude

Definitions
Consumer’s individual attitude
toward buying brands from
country A.

Measurements
1.
2.
3.

Purchase
Intention

One’s personal action
tendencies relating to the
brands from a country
(Bagozzi et al. 1979; Ostrom
1969).

Social Norms

One’s perceived pressure from
relevant others related to
buying brands from a country.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Collectivism

A set of cultural characteristics
that emphasize relationships
and social bonding instead of
individual needs (Hofstede,
1980, Williams et al, 1998).

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Motivation to
Comply

Consumer’s motivation to do
what his/her relevant others
want he/her to do.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
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I like to buy brands from country A in electronics.
Buy brands from country A in electronics is attractive
to me.
I enjoy buying brands from country A in electronics.
Adapted from Spears and Singh (2004)
Never/definitely
Definitely do not intend to buy/definitely intend
Very low/high purchase interest
Definitely not buy it/definitely buy it
Probably not/probably buy it
My family and friends think no one should buy brands
from country A.
My family and friends think buying brands from
country A is unacceptable.
My family and friends think anyone brought brands
from country A should be socially penalized.
My family and friends think that it’s social deviant to
buy brands from country A.
My family and friends think that buying brands from
country A is not understandable.
Adapted from Yoo et al. (2001)
Individuals should sacrifice self-interest for the group
(either at school or the work place.
Individuals should stick with the group even through
difficulties.
Group welfare is more important than individual
rewards.
Group success is more important than individual
success.
Individuals should only pursue their goals after
considering the welfare of the group.
Group loyalty should be encouraged even if individual
goals suffer.
Adapted from Singelis (1994)
It is important for me to maintain harmony within my
group.
It is important to me to respect decisions made by the
group
Even when I strongly disagree with group members, I
avoid an argument.
My family and friends’ expect matters to me.
I often have the feelings that my relationships with
others are more important than my own
accomplishments.

APPENDIX B (English Version Survey)
Section 1
This section is concerned with your own evaluations of Chinese brands in the electronics
product category.
There are several Chinese brands in electronics, for example: Lenovo, Haier and Huawei.
Please read the following information about these Chinese brands before you begin the
survey. Some questions will ask you to remember some of this information.
Lenovo
Lenovo Group Limited is a Chinese multinational technology firm with headquarters in
Beijing, China. It sells personal computers, tablet computers, smartphones, workstations and
servers. Lenovo has operations in more than 60 countries and sells its products in around 160
countries. In 2012, Lenovo partially moved production of its ThinkPad line of computers to
countries overseas.
Haier
Haier Group is a Chinese multinational consumer electronics and home appliances company
headquartered in Qingdao, China. Its products include air conditioners, mobile phones,
computers, microwave ovens, washing machines, refrigerators, and televisions. Haier started
moving its manufacturing overseas since 2000. In 2012, Haier manufactured its products in
more than 8 countries.
Huawei
Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd is a Chinese multinational networking, telecommunications
equipment and services company headquartered in Shenzhen, China. Its products and
services have been deployed in more than 140 countries. Huawei develops its products in
many countries around the world.
Con base en los párrafos anteriores, por favor conteste las siguientes preguntas:
1. Name the three Chinese brands of electronics mentioned above::
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2. Where do these Chinese brands manufacture their products?

____________

A: China
B: All Over the World
Next you will find a set of questions about your beliefs, opinions, and feelings regarding Chinese
brands.

Please make each item a separate and independent judgment, and work at moderate speed through
these scales. Do not worry or puzzle over individual items. It is your first impression, the immediate
feelings about the items that we want. On the other hand, please do not be careless, because we want
your true impressions.

It is important that you answer every scale; do not leave any of the scales blank.

Please rate your level of agreement or disagreement regarding following statements about Chinese
brands in electronics.

1.1 Buying Chinese brands in electronics will ______.

1. reduce my life quality.
2. cost me more effort and
money to repair or
replace it in the future.
3. cause danger in my life.
4. not make me happy.
5. cause me trouble in the
future.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither Agree
nor Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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1.2 Please rate your level of agreement or disagreement regarding the following statements
about China.
1. I feel angry towards
China.

2. I will never forgive China
for past wars.

3. China should pay for what
it did during past wars.
4. China is not a reliable
trading partner.
5. China is taking advantage
of my country.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

6. China wants to gain
economic power over my
country.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

7. China has too much
economic influence in my
country.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

8. China is doing business
unfairly with my country.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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1.3 Please rate your level of agreement or disagreement regarding following statements about
buying Chinese brands in electronics.
1. I like to buy Chinese
brands in electronics.

2. Buying Chinese brands in
electronics is attractive to
me.

3. I enjoy buying Chinese
brands in electronics.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1.4 How likely are you to consider purchasing a Chinese brand for electronics?

1

2

3

4

5

6

Never

1

2

3

4

5

6

Definitely not
intend to

1

7
Definitely intend
to

2

3

4

5

6

Very unlikely

1

7
Definitely

7
Very likely

2

3

4

Impossible

5

6

7
Very possible
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Section 2
This section is concerned about your opinion on how you believe that your friends, family, and
relatives evaluate Chinese brands of electronics.

Try to recall comments from family, friends, and relatives about Chinese brands in the electronics
product category. If you don't know for sure what your friends, family, and relatives think and feel
about Chinese brands, provide your better estimate.

2.1 I would say that my friends, family, and relatives consider Chinese brands in electronics
to be ____ .

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1. very prestigous.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. high status.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. very upscale.

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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2.2 Please rate your level of agreement or disagreement regarding the following statements
about China.

1. My family, friends, and
relatives feel angry
towards China.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2. My family, friends, and
relatives will never forgive
China for past wars.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

3. My family, friends, and
relatives feel that China
should pay for what it did
during past wars.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

4. My family, friends, and
relatives feel that China is
not a reliable trading
partner.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

5. My family, friends, and
relatives feel that China
wants to gain economic
power over my country.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

6. My family, friends, and
relatives feel that China is
taking advantage of my
country.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

7. My family, friends, and
relatives feel that China
has too much economic
influence in my country.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

8. My family, friends, and
relatives feel that China is
doing business unfairly
with my country.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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2.3 Please rate your level of agreement or disagreement regarding the following statements
buying Chinese brands in electronics.

1. My family and friends
think no one should buy
Chinese brands in
electronics.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2. My family and friends
think buying Chinese
brands in electronics is
unacceptable.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

3. My family and friends
think anyone brought
Chinese brands in
electronics should be
socially penalized.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

4. My family and friends
think that it’s social
deviant to buy Chinese
brands in electronics.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

5. My family and friends
think that buying Chinese
brands in electronics not
understandable.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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2.4 Choose the one that best describe your thoughts.
1. Individuals should
sacrifice self-interest
for the group (either at
school or the work
place).

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2. Individuals should
stick with the group
even through
difficulties.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

3. Group welfare is more
important than
individual rewards.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

4. Group success is more
important than
individual success.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

5. Individuals should
only pursue their
goals after
considering the
welfare of the group.
6. Group loyalty should
be encouraged even if
individual goals
suffer.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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2.5 Choose the one that best describe your thoughts.

1. It is important for me to
maintain harmony
within my group.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

2. It is important to me to
respect decisions made
by the group.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

3. Even when I strongly
disagree with group
members, I avoid an
argument.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

4. My family and friends’
expectations matter to
me.
5. I often have the feelings
that my relationships
with others are more
important than my own
accomplishments.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Somewhat
Agree

Agree

Strongly
Agree
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Section 3
Demographics
3.1 What is your age?

________________

3.2 What is your Gender?

Male

Female

3.3 What is your race/ethnic background?

African

Other, please specify below:

Asian

___________________

Hispanic
Native American
White/Caucasian

3.4 Which of the following best describes your immediate family's financial situation?

Wealthy
Upper-Middle Class
Middle Class
Lower-Middle Class
Poor

3.5 Which of the following is the highest level of education completed by either of your
parents?
Advanced Degree
4-year Degree
2-Year Degree
High School or GED
Grade School
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APPENDIX C (Spanish Version Survey)

Sección 1: Marcas Chinas
Esta sección se refiere a sus propias evaluaciones de las marcas Chinas en la categoría de productos
de electrónica.
Hay varias marcas chinas en la electrónica, por ejemplo: Lenovo, Haier y Huawei. Por favor, lea la
siguiente información acerca de estas marcas Chinas antes de comenzar la encuesta. Algunas
preguntas te pedirán que recordar algo de esta información.
Lenovo
Lenovo Group Limited es una empresa multinacional de tecnología de China con sede en Beijing,
China. Vende computadoras personales, computadoras tablet, teléfonos inteligentes, estaciones de
trabajo y servidores. Lenovo cuenta con operaciones en más de 60 países y vende sus productos en
alrededor de 160 países. En 2012, Lenovo trasladó parcialmente la producción de su línea ThinkPad
de computadoras a países de ultramar.
Haier
Haier Group es una compañía China multinacional de electrónica de consumo y electrodomesticos
con sede en Qingdao, China. Sus productos incluyen equipos de aire acondicionado, teléfonos
celulares, computadoras, hornos de microondas, lavadoras, refrigeradores y televisores. Haier inició el
traslado de su fabricación en el extranjero desde 2000. En 2012, Haier fabrica sus productos en más
de 8 países.
Huawei
Huawei Technologies Co. Ltd es una red multinacional China de equipos de telecomunicaciones y de
servicios con sede en Shenzhen, China. Sus productos y servicios se han desplegado en más de 140
países. Huawei desarrolla sus productos en muchos países de todo el mundo.
Con base en los párrafos anteriores, por favor conteste las siguientes preguntas:

3. Nombra las tres marcas chinas de productos electrónicos mencionados anteriormente:
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4. ¿Dónde fabrican sus productos estas marcas Chinas?

____________

A: China
B: All Over the World
En la siguiente página encontrará una serie de preguntas acerca de sus creencias, opiniones y
sentimientos con respecto a las marcas Chinas.
Por favor, haga cada articulo un juicio separado e independiente y trabaje a velocidad moderada a
traves de estas escalas. No se preocupe tanto por articulos individuales. Es su primera impresión, los
pensamientos inmediatos sobre los articulos es lo que nos interesa. Por otra parte, por favor sea
cuidadoso ya que queremos sus verdaderas impresiones.
Es importante que conteste todas las escalas, no deje ningún espacio en blanco en las escalas.
Califique su grado de acuerdo o desacuerdo con respecto a las siguientes declaraciones acerca de las
marcas Chinas en electrónica.

1.1 Comprar marcas Chinas en electrónica______.
1. Reducira mi calidad de
vida.

2. Me costara mas esfuerzo y
dinero para repararlas en un
futuro.
3. Me causara peligro en mi
vida.

4. No me hara feliz.

5. Me causara problemas en un
futuro.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo
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1.2 Por favor califique su nivel de acuerdo o desacuerdo con respecto a las siguientes
afirmaciones acerca de China.
1. Me siento enojado hacia
China.

2. Nunca perdonaré a China
por las guerras del pasado.

3. China debe pagar por lo que
hizo durante las guerras
pasadas.
4. China no es un socio
comercial confiable.

5. China está aprovechandose
de mi país.

6. China quiere ganar poder
económico en mi país.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

7. China tiene demasiada
influencia económica en mi
país.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

8. China está haciendo
negocios desleales con mi
país.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo
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1.3 Por favor, califique su grado de acuerdo o desacuerdo con respecto siguientes
afirmaciones sobre la compra de las marcas chinas en electrónica.
1. Me gusta comprar marcas
chinas en electrónica.

2. Comprar marcas chinas en
electrónica es atractivo para
mí.

3. Disfruto comprar marcas
chinas en electrónica.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1.4 ¿Qué tan probable es que usted considere la compra de una marca china de electrónica?

1

2

3

4

5

6

Nunca

1

2

3

4

5

6

Definitivamen
te no tengo
intenciones

1

7
Definitivamente
con intenciones

2

3

4

5

6

Muy poco
probable

1

7
Definitivamente

7
Muy probable

2

3

4

Imposible

5

6

7
Muy
posiblemente
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Sección 2: Marcas Chinas
Esta sección se ocupa de conocer su opinión sobre la forma en que usted cree que sus amigos,
familiares y parientes evalúan las marcas chinas de productos electrónicos.

Trate de recordar los comentarios de familiares, amigos y parientes acerca de las marcas chinas en la
categoría de productos de electrónica. Si usted no sabe a ciencia cierta que piensan y sienten sus
amigos, familiares y parientes acerca de las marcas chinas, proporcione su mejor estimación.

2.1 Yo diría que mis amigos, familiares y los familiares consideran que las marcas chinas en
electrónica ____ .

1. Muy prestigiosas

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. Alto estatus.

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. Muy elegantes.

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo
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2.2 Por favor, califique su grado de acuerdo o desacuerdo con respecto a las siguientes
afirmaciones sobre China.
1. Mi familia, amigos y
parientes se sienten
enojados con China.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

2. Mi familia, mis amigos y
parientes nunca perdonarán
a China por las guerras del
pasado.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

3. Mi familia, amigos y
parientes creen que China
debe pagar por lo que hizo
durante las guerras del
pasado.
4. Mi familia, amigos y
parientes creen que China
no es un socio comercial
confiable.
5. Mi familia, amigos y
parientes creen que China
quiere obtener el poder
económico en mi país.
6. Mi familia, mis amigos y
parientes sienten que China
se está aprovechando de mi
país.
7. Mi familia, mis amigos y
parientes sienten que China
tiene mucha influencia
económica en mi país.
8. Mi familia, mis amigos y
parientes sienten que China
está haciendo negocios
desleales con mi país.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo
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2.3 Por favor, califique su grado de acuerdo o desacuerdo con respecto a las siguientes
afirmaciones al comprar marcas chinas en electrónica.

1. Mi familia y amigos creen
que nadie debe comprar
marcas Chinas en
electrónica.
2. Mi familia y amigos creen
que la compra de las
marcas Chinas en
electrónica es inaceptable.
3. Mi familia y amigos
piensan que cualquier
persona que trajo marcas
Chinas en electrónica debe
ser penalizado
socialmente.
4. Mi familia y amigos
piensan que es socialmente
inaceptable comprar
marcas Chinas en
electrónica.
5. Mi familia y amigos creen
que la compra de las
marcas Chinas en
electrónica no es
comprensible.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo
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2.4 Elija la opción que mejor describa su forma de pensar.
1. Los individuos deben
sacrificar el interés propio
para el grupo (ya sea en la
escuela o el lugar de
trabajo).

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

2. Las personas deben seguir
con el grupo, incluso a
través de las dificultades.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

3. El bienestar del grupo es
más importante que las
recompensas individuales.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

4. El éxito del grupo es más
importante que el éxito
individual.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

5. Las personas sólo deben
perseguir sus metas
después de considerar el
bienestar del grupo.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

6. La lealtad de grupo se
debe fomentar aún si las
metas individuales son
afectadas.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo
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2.5. Elija la opción que mejor describa su forma de pensar.

1. Es importante para mí
mantener la armonía
dentro de mi grupo.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

2. Incluso cuando estoy en
total desacuerdo con los
miembros del grupo, evito
un problema.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

3. Es importante para mí
respetar las decisiones
tomadas por el grupo.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

4. Las expectativas de mi
familia y amigos me
importan.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo

5. A menudo tengo la
sensación de que mis
relaciones con los demás
son más importantes que
mis propios logros.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Muy en
desacuerdo

En
desacuerdo

Algo en
desacuerdo

Ni de acuerdo
ni en
desacuerdo

Algo de
acuerdo

En acuerdo

Muy de
acuerdo
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APPENDIX D
Institutional Review Letter for the Pretest of the Instrument
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